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EDITOR'S PREFACE, 

This Series is primarily desired to aid the University Extension 
Movement throughout Great Britain and An'erica, and to supply 
the need, so widely felt by students, of Text-books for study and 
reference, in connection with the authorised Courses of Lectures. 

Volumes dealing with separate departments of literature, Sdenee, 
Art, and History have been assigtted to representative lileralymen, 
to University Professors, or to Extension Lecturers connected with 
Oxford, Cambridge, London, or the Universities of Scotland and 
Ireland. ^ 

e ^ 

The Manuals are not intended ^r purposes of Elementary Edu- 
cation, but for students who have made some advaniejn the subject 
dealt with. The statement of details is mepnt to illustrate the working 
of general laws, and the development of principles ; while the historiei! 
evolution of the subject dealt with is kept in view, along with its 
philosophical sippiificanee. 

The remarkable success which has attended University Eodension 
in Britain lues been partly due to the combination of scientific treat- 
ment with popularity, and to the union of simplicity -vith thorough- . 
ness. This movement, however, can only reach those resident in the 
larger centres of populaiiop, while all over the country there are 
thoughtful persons who desire the sasne kind of teaching. It is for 
them also that this fieries is designed. Its aim is to* supply the 
general reader with the same kind of teaching as is given n the 
Lectures, and to refiectthe spirit which has characterised the move- 
ment, viz., the combmation of prissciples with facts, hstd of methods 
with results. 

The Manieals are also intended to be contributions to the Literature 
of the Subjects wUh which they respectively daiCquite rpart from 
University Extension; and some of them wiieh fimnd to meet a 
general rather than a stecial want. 
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oPREFACE. 


This* manual has been written with a special view 
to the wants and difficulties of University Extension 
students, to whom, in the first instance, the sub- 
stance of it was given ia a course of lectures. 
Though attempting to 3eal with the most recent 
phases of ethical problems, it does not profess to 
treat them in an original manner, but merely to 
apply to their solution ideas which, owing to the 
laboors of the best thinkers of our own time and 
, country, are now common property. Those of my 
readers who are acquainted with the, course of 
' modem thought in the field of Moral Philosophy 
will readily recognise the debt I owe to Kant and 
.Megel in Geimany, and their most distinguished 
exponents? T, H. Green, and Professor Edward 
Caird in Great Britain. For those who are as 
yet beginners in philosophy, my best hope in 
writing* this-infanual will be realised if they are 
stimulated by it to apply themselves to these and 
other perennial sources of philosophic inspiration. 



Preface 

Students who are familiai^witk recent Conti- 
nental literature on the subject may be surprised at 
the* dbsencetof all allusion to the etliical writings 
of Wundt, Stlinthal, Paulsen, Hofifding, and others. 
The reason of this omission, as well as of the general 
character of the references, has been my desire not 
to burden a book which is meant fqr a special class 
of English readers with references to authors to 
whom they raay not have ready access. 

In the preparation of these sheets for the press, 
besides the assistance I have obtained from the 
Editor of this series, I have to acknowledge my 
obligations to Mr. J. S. Mackenzie, ’•of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, who'^read the whole of the 
proof, and whose criticisms upon portions of the 
proof 1 found extremely valuable. But my chief 
thanks are due to Miss M. S. Gilliland, who read 
the whole of my manuscript and made many Jjplp- 
ful suggestions, both as to the matter and the form 
of treatment. 

C 

London, January^ 1892. 
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TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


IjT preparing a second edijiion of the Elements of 
Ethics, I should have preferred to re-write the whole; 
but, besides other obvious reasons, it was pointed 
out to me that where it had already been accepted 
as a text-book considerable inconvenience would 
thus^^bc caused to students. I have therefore 
had to content myself with such additions as 
'were compatible with retaining the text as much 
as possible in its previous form. The additions 
consist chiefly of fuller allusions in thi footnotes 
to prominent landmarks in the hfttory of Ethics, 
and of short passages inserted in the text at points 
where the remarks of critics have shown me my 
argument might reasonably be misunderstood. Of 
these corrections and additions several have been 
suggested to ifle by the friendly criticism of Mr. 
D. G. Ritchie. 
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Prejace to the Selond Edition 

Since the; appearance of tKe first edition, Mr. 

S. , Mackenzie has witten his excellent "Manual 
of Ethics,” wjaich treats of many of the problems 
touched upon in this handbook with much greftter 
fulness, and ought to be read as a sequel to it 

London, Odeitr iXa^. 
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BOOK I 

THE SCIENCE OF ETHICS 




CHAPTER 1. 


THE PROBLEM OF ETHICS. 

§ 1. 'How can there be a Problem at all !! 
Philosophy, said Plato, begins in wonder. The child 
who wonders jwhy her wax dpi! shuts its eyes, or her 
kitten wags its tail, has already set fonvard on the path that 
leads to philosophy and science. The differences among 
us that distinguish learned horn ignorant depend merely 
upon the'extenfto’which''we'have caiiied oiir wonder; 
whetHer we are content to '^quiesce in superficial answers, 
or stiU^find'biir^vondw. unsatisfied, and press on with a 
new q'hestion so . sooti a s ou r first is ^answered. Thus, 
astronomy begins in the wonder and perplexity caused 
by the contradictions and confusions of the apparent 
movements of the heavens. The various systems that 
have succeeded one another — the Ptolemaic, the Coper- 
nican,®the Newtonian— have differed orJy in the relative 
satisfactorine.s? of the solutions they have offered. The 
question I propose to discuss in this chapter is, \Vhat 
kind of wonder is that in which ethips begins? To 
what does that yonder attach? How does it first rise? 
How dpesit expr^pss itself? The question of the precise 
subject-matter of ethics is deferred. Here I would ask 
why should there be a science of ethics at all, rather 

3 
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thaT what the science of ethics is. ft mjjy, indeed] stem^ 
^ absurd to ask why it should exist before we know what it 
n.^%ut in this case the “what” is a good deal determined 
by the “why.^ At the same time, it must be admitted 
that some. of the definitions and results, reached' in a 
later part of this essay, are taken for granted in this 
chapter and the next. 

Etymologies rarely help us much ii? acquiring accurate 
conceptions of the present use of words. They are as 
often as not ;nisleading.'^ In the present case, etymology 
will give us considerable help. Etlncs is_precisely 
what its derivation (^flos) implies, the science of moral 
chmacten^ We are, moreover, further helped if we cariy 
our etymology a step fur^er back, and recollect that 
is connected with tfios, custpm or habit. Similarly, if we 
revert to the older name under which our science was 
known, viz., Moral Philosophy,tfWe find that this means 
the philosophy of mam, which signifies in Latin, primarily 
customs or habits, secondarily the habits of moral agents 
in respect to moral action, i.e., character. Assuming, 
then, that ethics is the science of character, add that 
character means, according to its etymology, customs 
or habits 'of conduct, { out question is, How does that 

' S-g; any one who should define Politics, in terms of its 
etymology, as the science of miV Mfe, and should go'on to argue 
that politicians wer^ those who possessed this science, woulcbclcarly 
make a great mistake. Whately {Za^e, p. ii8) would convict 'tiim 
of the “ Fallacy of Etymology.” o 

t Compare "Physics" and “Natural Philosophy.” 

J "Character,” in our modem \iew, carries with it greater in- 
ivardness than this definition seems to contain. This s quite in 
coitformity with the more snlqective aspect whiCh all questions of 
ethics assume in modem discussions as co;n(ared with ancient. 
■yHere it is inunateria] whether we define character as nabit of con. 
duct or as habit of will. See below, p, 52. 



The Pfohlem of Ethics j 

“ vronder,” whjch ^ the source of all science, come to 
attach to national and individual habits of conduct? 

The very statement of this question sugjgests a’diffi- 
culty. For at first it might appear as though habitual 
actidbs were just that part of conduct tvhich had 
ceased to perplex us or cause us any trouble. All 
habits can be shown psychologically to be themselves 
the completed fosn lif answers to practicd problems. 
The habit of moving one’s limbs in walking is the 
solution of the problem of balancing ^oneself first 
on one leg and then on another, and executing a 
forward movement at the same time.* When it has 
become a habit, the solution is complete. We are no 
longer troublqji with the problem | we are not even con 
scious that it is one. Similarly with habits of conduct 
in a nation or individual. *The habit, for instance, of 
self-restraint in matters, of the body, which the ancients 
called Temperance, is the solution of the problem of the 
relative claims to satisfaction of apparently contradictory 
impulses, e.g., the impulse ’of a man to go to the public- 
hbuse,'*and the impulse to go home to his wife. As a 
habit, or element of character, it is that solution carried 
to perfection, so that the) perfectly teraperate,man is no 
longer consciousiof any conflict or problem as he passes 
the tavern. 

There may, of course, still rise questions as to the 
details of the conduct determined byithe habit. Thus 
it may remain for the temperate man to decide how 
much he may drink, at what time, what kind of liquor, 
and so oij. But these are not ethical questions in the 

* That this is an acquired art any one can see who watches 
a baby’s ineOectual efforts on the nuiseiy floor. 
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sense above referred to. They are £• matter of insight 
in the circumstances of a particular case, corresponding 
to rthe questions of when, how far, and how fast we 
shall walk. 'A- hundred such questions may rise in a 
man’s mind in a day, without ever bringing hinrface 
to face with t he e thical question proper. This latter 
does, not .refer .primarily to the details of an act under 
a habit, but to the habit itself. Itris not, AVliat acts 
are just, couragedus,’'temperate? but, WHaf is justice, 
courage, “temperance? ' ‘And so the difficulty recurs : 
How can habits of conduct, which are themselves solu- 
tions of practical problems in the life of a nation or 
an individual, ever become the subject of that doubt 
and perplexity from which science springs ? 

The answer briefly is, that so long as the’^ solutions are 
adequate to the existing circumstances, ie., so long .as 
there is a Mngruity between the habits of conduct of a 
riation or individual 'and the 'j?ractic.i1 problems of life, 
so long the ethical question remains in abeyance. On 
the "other hand, it is the appearance of new "problems, 
of which the e<arly habits offer no solution, thH first 
throws doubt upon the validity of custom. To see how 
this is, let us consider the seveml stages into which, 
in this respect, the life of progressive nations natunally 
faUs. 

r 

" r 

§ 2. General Dpsoription of the Conditions nndo 3 ' 
which the Frohlem rises, r 

. For the purpose in hand we might divide these stages 
into three. First, there is the period of the formation 
^ people, the growth of iV! morality. 
This cbrre^ohds in the individual’s dife to the period 
of childhood and early youth. It is the period of its 
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education.* Nexi^we have the period of action, corre- 
sponding to early manhood 'This is the period in 
which a balance or equilibrium has been established 
between the various forces that reside’ within the 
nation. Externally, this equilibrium exhibits itself in 
the harmony of classes, the “balance of the constitu- 
tion,” the reconciliation of interests. Internally, it 
means the adequacy of the moral aptitudes and habits 
of the people, both in force and variety, to meet the 
calls of its daily life. The habits, which in the pre- 
vious stage were, so to speak, in the gristle, have now 
hardened into a system of traditional morality, the 
maxims of which are embodied in the received moral 
code, and entrenched behind national institutions of State 
arid Church. I have called* this the age of action, 
because it corresponds generally to the period of a 
nation’s best energies and most brilliant achievements. 
Civil discord is meantime at an end, and the nation is 
thus left free to expand its power abroad.t Lastly we 
have the stage of reflection. The balance of internal 
powerlT^ich was the characteristic feature of the second 
stage, is undermined by the development of new forces. 
Chief among these is the intellectual progrejs that has 
gone hand in hand with the enlargement of the nation’s 

The moBe of this education — ^the evoh^on of moral habits 
utj^er the pressure of social necessity ; the rise of institutions of 
family, state, ijid church, corresponding to th'^m; and the embodi- 
ment of directions for their maintenance in moral and legal codes 
—would require separate treatment, for which this is clearly not 
the place. 

j-'As eSample% of this stage might be mentioned the Jewish 
nation in thS time ®f David, the Athenians in the age of Pcricies, 
the Romans after the'hstablishment of internal peace by the settle 
piPTit of the long-standing quarrel between patriciansand plebdans. 
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experience, as its power extended. * Cqjrcspondinf to 
this progress will be the rise of new interests, industrial, 
litei^, artistic, philosophical. These have to find a 
place for thenftelves in the national life. This they can 
usually only do at the expense of existing habits, institu- 
tions and formulas. The new wine has to be poured 
into the old bottles, the spirit is contrary to the form. 
A'period of intellectual and political ferment sets in; the 
age is marked by doubt, perplexity, and hesitation ; it is 
disconcerted by the apparent baselessness of the forms 
and institutions upon which society has hitherto seemed 
to rest; the moral law, the fabric of the constitution, 
religion itself, seem shaken to their foundations ; the 
only choice, for individuals scems.to be.tfthcr to close 
their eyes to the contradictions of the present, and seek 
refuge in the old habits of ^ith, or to set ibrward on a 
new untried path of revolution apd anarchy. 

But this is an alternative which cannot fail to startle 
and repel. To admit it is to prove traitor to the intel- 
ligence which discerned the new problem, and therefore 
in the last resort to morality itself, which, as have 
seen, is only another name for the solution of problems 
which onc« were new. It is at this stage that recourse 
is had to ethics, which opens a third .'iltcrnative between 
simple acceptance and simple rejection of the morality 
and institutions 6f the pa^t. Ethics proposes to try to 
u nders tand them. • It asks whence~they canie, and wfiat 
they mean. It blinks no difficulty which the spirit of 
scepticism suggests. It ignores no claim which tradition 
puts forward. But it goes its own wa^'rcgivdless of 
both, with a deeper doubt than sceptjpism, 4)ccause it 
doubts the conclusions of scepticism,*and a deeper faith 
than traditionalism, because it believes in the reason 
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which traditions imbody, and which is the source of 
*what power tfiey still possess. 

. § 3. Historical mastration from the Oase of Greece. 

Historically, the best illustration, both of ihe decom- 
position of national habits and traditions, owing to the 
growth of national life, and of the rise out of this 
decomposition of* a rational system of morals and 
polity, founded upon the effort to understand cunent 
/orms and, by revealing both their valt)p and their 
inadequacy, tw prepare the way for progress — is to 
be found in the actual origin of the science of ethics 
in the age of the Sophists in Greece. This is not 
tlje place to* give any detailed account of the state 
of opinion out of which th^ great systems of Plato and 
Aristotle grew.* It is sufficient, in illustration of what 
has been already said) to remind the reader that the 
Sophists lived at a time of great political, industrial, and 
intellectual expansion. Athens, from a small city state, 
had Imcome the head, of a great empire. New ideas, 
new interests, new demands, bad produced a vague rest- 
lessness and dissatisfaction with older forms of thought 
and life. In the hands of the Sophists tlfe criticism 
which was the life and breath of the time spread from 
attacks dn external forms and abstract theories to the 
i(^a# of right and wrong, justice and injustice, piety and 
impiety. By their means a general sehse of the contra- 
dictions diat were latent in the traditional morality came 
to pervade the educated classes in Athens. A condition 
of doubt? uncertainty, and general perplexity was created, 

• See Sidgwick’s xTisfeiy ef Ethics-, Grant's Aristotle, Vol. I., 
Essay ii. ; Erdmann’s History of Philosophy, Vol. I., pp. 69 foil 
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out of which in due time rose, undLr the influence of 
Socrates, the first sketch of a science of m'brality. 

§ 4. ^lUuBtration from Our Own Time. 

But we do not require to go to Athens in th^time 
of the Sophists to find an illustration of the rise of a 
science of ethics. Our own time, resembling the age 
just referred to in many other respects, resembles it 
in nothing more than this — that it is a time of moral 
and political^ unrest, resulting in a new demand among 
large numbers of the educated classesc to understand 
the meaning of the moral code under which they live, 
and the institutions that support it. To mention only 
a few of the contradictions and seemingly,, irreconcilable 
antitheses which criticism has made apparent, and which 
harass and perplex our age, there is, in the first 
place, in the field of religion, the opposition between 
faith and reason, science and religion, authority and 
private judgment. In politics there is the antithesis 
between the individual and the state. On the one 
side are asserted “the rights of man” on th 5 other 
“ the duties of citizenship.” “ Man versus State ” * is 
the cause tilkdre of the century. Coming to more dis- 
tinctly moraj questions, we have the conflict between self 
and others, self-interest and the greatest happiness of 
the greatest nurilber, pleasure and duty, freedom and 
necessity, law and liberty, and other sharp-horned 
dilemmas that start from the ground of our common 
life when the light of criticism is turned upon it. 

For all these and similar contradictions np solution 
is possible, except upon condition of thorough-going 

r 

* See Mr. Spencer’s booklet with this title. 



Ihe Problem of Ethics ii 

ansjysis of the balis of individual and social morality, 
'the origin, the meaning, the authority of the moral habits 
of civilised man, and the social, political, and religious 
institutions in which they have entrenched’ themselves. 
It is lander pressure of these and kindred difficulties that 
the science of ethics has taken a new start in our own 
time. It is indeed true that ethics has always been more 
or less studied in, modem times as a department of 
philosophy. Under its older name of moral philosophy 
it has always had an honoured place in systems of meta- 
physics. Whatsis characteristic of our time m this regard 
is not the rise of a new study, but the new significance 
that has come to attach to an old one. The practical 
importance of the science of ethics, as offeru^'valuable 
ai3towaidsmc solution of'pftblemV'&aFvmc'duf'ISail^ 
life, has conie^io be'moi#Tffily'':recd^sJdi'''’'Amohg 
other' evidences of this recognition may be mentioned 
the rise of societies to promote its study,* the institution 
of the Intenaiional Journal of Ethics, i and generally the 
place that is now claimed for it as no longer a subordi- 
nate b^ch of philosophy, but an independent science.J 
The validity of this latter claim I shall have occasion 
hereafter to 'examine.§ Meantime it may b? noted as 
in illustration of the new importance attaching to the 
study that, attempts have been made to de&ch it from 
■he .cjimbrous adjuncts of logic and metaphysics, and 

* There are Ethical Sgdetles in London, Cambridge, Edinburgh, . 
Sew York, Philadelphia, Chicago, and elsewhere, all of recent 
pnwth. 

t First published October 1890 (Fisher Unwin). 

t On the’eenerd question of the dissolution of the ancient partner- 
hip between philosfiphy and its various branches, see the excellent 
.rticle by James WardJilfAtif, 'Yol. XV., Na 58. ^ 

§ See pp. 32 foU. 
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to present it as a science in no resj)ect^ differing, aave^ 
in the complexity of its subject-matter and the practical* 
infportance ,of its conclusions, from other empirical 
sciences.^ 


§ 6. Olijection to the Study. 

It is upon this ground that we musj meet the objection 
which is sometimes brought against moral philosophy from 
the practical side. Since Aristotlef there have not been 
wanting those to whom the discussion of the validity of 
morrd distinctions has appeared to have an “unsettling” 
effect upon the student. It has been thought to under- 
mine his belief in the absoluteness of these distinctions ; 
and even where, as in <Jtilitarianism, tfieir validity^ is 
strenuously maintained, philosophy has yet been accused 
of sitting aside the immediate 'authority of conscience 
or Divine law in favour of the secondary end of human 
happiness, and so, by encouraging the tendency to reflect 
and refine upon common duties, of opening the door to 
casuistry and self-deception. % 

The answer to this and all similar objections is dear 
and decis jve. In the first place, it is no longer a question, 
as is assumed by those who urge them, whether we shall 
consent, or'irefuse to consent, to the discussion of ethical 
problems. ThetSpirit of the time has taken the ^hoice 
out of our hands.; and the doubts and difficulties which 
beset the common interpretation of moraPresponsibility 
are the commonplaces of current literature. No educated 
person can escape them. It is merely a question whether 

E « 

* See Leslie Stephen’s Scienee of EtMcs,^'^. 6,® 7. Also S. 
Alexander's iKinr/ Order and Progress, p. ?6. 

Who thought the study unsuited to young men. Ethics, 1 . 1. 



TIh Problem oj Eihia 13 

^we^hall encounter *thein in the spirit of amateurs trusting 
for a solution to isolated aperfus, or with the serious 
purpose of the scientific student who may hope to t^ach 
a systematic view of the whole field. Ib might indeed 
be suggested that I omit to mention a third alternative. 
For have there not been some, and those the finest 
spirits of their time, who, like John Henry Newman, 
have been earnest seekers after truth, and yet in this 
particular field have preferred to fall back upon author!^ 
and to fortify themselves against the perplexities of 
reason in a mopastic seclusion, where it is claimed that 
"beyond these voices there is peace"? I reply that 
.while it is undoubtedly possible thus to shut our eyes 
to the issues^ at stake, and renounce the attempt to 
re’-establish intellectual order in the field of moral ideas, 
this is a solution which is not likely to satisfy the bolder 
and more energetic spirits upon whom the hope of the 
future depends. Those who adopt this course do not 
really get “beyond,” they only get away firom these 
voices. It is a retrograde, not a forward step. The 
wound^lin the moral peace of the age has been inflicted 
by the scientific reason, and it is scientific reason which, 
like the spear of Ithuriel, must heal the wourid which it 
has itself made. 

Similarly, from the side of particular duties it ought to 
be pointed out that to set aside the immediate impulse 
to”act in accordance with a moral rule in favour of a 
careful analysis of the conditions of the case, and of the 
probable effects of our action, is not always evil, as is apt 
to be assujned’by those who make the above objection. 
On the coHtrary^it may be a form of conscientiousness 
which, in the complex state of civilisation in which we 
live requires in every way to be encouraged. Nor has it 
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anything in common with the casuistical- desire to Bnd^ 
in the circumstances iin excuse for neglect of an obvious 
dvfty. It is only because this reflective effort to under- 
stand the significance of our actions has been too un- 
common m the past that it has come to be associated 
with this immoral attitude of mind. It is true, as wc 
shall hereafter see, that moral philosophy and casuistr)' 
as a reasoned system .alike begin in fne perception that 
traditional rules are an insuflicient guide to moral action ; 
but the casfiistical spirit, which seeks in the difficulty qf 
estimating the results an esciipe from the duty of .action, 
had not to w.ait for moral philosophy for the opportunity 
of asserting itself; nor will the denial of the rights of 
the reflective reason in ^ this field h.avcr. .any cficct in 
suppressing or restraining tendency which is, in fact, 
the outcome of moral insensibility, not of intellectual 
alertness. It might, on the contrary, be rc.asonably main- 
tained that the h.abit of forecasting the consequences 
of conduct with a view to estimating its value, which, on 
the view before us, is encounaged by moral philpsophy, 
is the best preservative against that self-deception for 
which casuistry is only another name. 

§ 6. lEffect of the Study of StbicB on our Ckinoral 
“ View of Ziifo. 

If now, reverting to our definition of ethics as the 
science of moral -h.abits, the re.ader ask \jhat wc rnay 
expect to be the general cficct of such an investigation 
on our general view of the nature and authority of these 
habits, I answer that that effect will bc^ twofpld. First, 
it will necessarily be partly destructivc.t Thfd is implied 
in saying that sciencejs.xritical. It criticises, corrects, 
supplements, and classifies the distincITonsf of common- 
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_^seEfte. All faience does this: it is a criticism of 
'common-sense. Ethical science will be found to, do 
so specifically. Some familiar distinctions,* some effete 
prohibitions and injunctions, some crude notions of the 
naturS of moral authority and moral sanctions,’ will have 
to be given up. For moral lasv, like statute .law, grows by 
constant alteration and'aeiretion. As these alterations 
arid accretions take place more or less unconsciously, 
little care is taken to revise and readjust what went 
before. And just as many contradictory law5, passed at 
various times, without reference to one another, may 
remain on the statute-book, so the moral code of any 
period may contain many elements loosely compacted 
and imperfectly reconciled wjjth one another. The 
result of the application of .scientific criticism to these 
will be like the revisal and codification of statute law. 

Similarly, in reference to the social institutions that 
support the moral law, we may expect that our results will 
have a negative and critical side. These also, like the 
, moral code, are an unconscious growth. Like the organs 
of aninill life, they were evolved in response to vital 
needs. Yet, as there are survivals and rudimentary 
organs among the parts of animals, so in a community 
forms and institutions may survive, from a farmer state 
of life. Ohe of the first results of ethical science will 
be the perception of this fact. 

lastly, with,.,regard to the authority on which the moral 
law is based, we may e.\-pect, in the first instance, a 
critical and apparently negative result. As man's notions 
of this authsrity vjere formed in the ages of poetry and 
mythology, w% may expect the ordinary notions about 
it to be tinged with the colour of their origin. It is a 
necetsary part of the work of science to criticise them. 



In all these respects, science “ is notl\jng if it isftiol 
critical.” On the other hand, ethies has a positive anu 
reConstru.cti)£e_sjde. To explain is not to explain away, 
lieither is to ‘explain away to explain. Its starting-^ 
point is the reality of duty and right. If in its first rolt 
as critical it seems to he attacking these, tliis is only the 
superficial aspect of its work.* * *** In its deeper aspect it 
is reconstructive. It comes, not to (fcstroy, but to fulfil. 
It does so by separating the essential from the unessential, 
the permanent from the transient, the spirit from the 
form of moral and social institutions. Jly leaving only 
those which are organically connected with human 
nature and with one another, it gives them a value and 
a sanctity which, as merely traditional forjns, they never 
could possess. Ethics is thus a criticism which makes 
r econstr uction possible; If'slrips" off the' irrelevant 'and 
the unessential, "Tn'order' to gpt a firmer hold of the 
essential. " H'ere''an3 there it presents us with a hold 
negative, but, when it does so, this is found only to be 
“ the cutting edge of a positive.” 

* In nil sdcntific education there is a stage in which dcstniction 

seems to be the cliicf work of science. I’bto calls it the pujijij- 

dog " stage’.'’ 
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CHAPTER II. 

CAN TiJERE BE A SCIENCE OF ETHICS? 

$ 7. in tlie Conoeption of such a Science. 

In the preceding chapter a sketch has been given of the 
drfcumstances in which the practical need for a science of 
ethics arises, the general nature of its problem, and the 
kind of answer to it that inay be expected. We have now 
to seek for a convenient starting-point in developing the 
science itself. But before we do so several preliminary 
difficulties that rise in connection with the very idea of a 
science'^^f this kind require to be noticed. 

Accepting ,the general definition (given on p. 4 ) of 
ethics as the science of character or conduct; in what 
sense, we may ask, can we speak of such a science? 
Science, jt,is .said,_has-for .its .subject-matter necessary 
truths... It traces effects to their camses, formulates 
genfird laws as to the^y jn.which.these^qauses act,'and 
frbiri'tliesTgraeralisations, or the combinations of them, 
proceed^' f 6 ‘ dSJuce. new consequences. The last of 
these' processes, is espedally distinctive of a sdence. 
No science Js cCnsidered complete until it is shown 
to be possible to* predict particular effects from the 
known laws of their causes. According to this idea of 
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a science, it becomes at once evident t^at, in assuEning 
the possibility of a science of character and conduct, vre 
assume that these phenomena are the effects of certain 
definable cabses, that it is possible to .fomiulate general) 
laws of their origin and course of development^ and that 
when the science is perfected we shall be able to make 
confident predictions regarding them on the ground of 
our previous generalisations. Thus tit the very outset we 
seem to make certain assumptions as to the nature of 
human character and conduct, the discussion of which 
has always been one of the chief subjects of moral 
philosophy. For is it not contended by a large and 
powerful school of writers that “ character and conduct 
are precisely that which cannot be ei^laincd as the 
resultant of discernible and calculable forces? Xliey 
are chiefly dependent upon the human will, and we 
have no right at the outset of ojar investigation to make 
an assumption which prejudges the question as to the 
freedom of volition. If the will is free, the whole con- 
ception of a science of ethics falls to the ground: there, 
is a variable and incalculable element in character and 
conduct which vitiates all its results,’' 

This objection is, however, based upon a miscon- 
ception of the nature of the science. It is indeed 
possible to treat human conduct as a natural phenome- 
non on the safae plane as other physical eveiits, such 
as the motions of the planets, or the evolution of species. 
The aim of the science upon this supposition will be 
to formulate general laws of the action of human 
agents in specific circumstances, and'tliepce deduce 
the course it will take in nations aqd^indrriduals upon 
the recurrence of the same conditions. A science of 
this kind difficult as it might prove to be to Work it 
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^out in defail,, is at least conceivable, and it would 
certainly proceed upon the assumption that the freedom 
of the will is a delusion, or at any rate may ^e neglected 
for purposes of the science. But such a ^science would 
have Httle or nothing to do ivith ethics. vEthjcs is not 
primarily concerned with conduct as a fact in 'spacTand 
AW;— something done here and now, following from 
certain causes in 7he past, and succeeded by certain 
results in the future. It is concerned with the judgment 
Upon conduct, the judgment that siich’and mclTcohduct is 
right or wrong, j The distinction is important, and may be 
made the basis of a general classification of the sciences. 
On the one hand, we have those sciences which are con- 
cerned with facts or phenomena of nature or of mind, 
actual occurrences which hav^p to be analysed, classified, 
and explained. The movement of the earth round the 
sun is such a fact. Ashonomy may be taken as the type 
of this class of sciences. On the other hand, there are 
those sciences which have to do primarily, not with facts 
in space and time, but with judgments about those facts. 
It migh?be said, indeed, that all facts present themselves 
to us as judgments. " The earth moves round the sun ” 
is a fact, but it is also a judgment. There is a distinction, 
however (to go no deeper), between a judgment of fact 
and a judgment ufott fact, corresponding to the distinction 
between “judgment” in its logical sense tif “proposition” 
and “ judgment ” in its judicial sense of " sentence.” It is 
with judgment in the latter sense that ethics has to do. 
It deals with con duct as the subject of judicial judgment, 
not with Of nddct merely as a physical fact. Similarly 
it might be arguec(that all judgments are facts, and that 
a moral judgment ohly differs from other facts in being 
more cbmplicated.’ ' This'of^ course is true, but one of 
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the chief elements in this complication's the refeAnce 
to a standard, and it is this dement to which I wish to 
cafi attentipn as distinctive of the fact with which our 
science has tib deal. On the ground of it ethics has»' 
to be clpssed with what has been called “nonfiative” 
sciences, to which Logic, or the science of the judgment 
of truth or falsity, and ^Esthetics, or the sdence of the 
judgment of beauty or ugliness, beloflg. Ethks h^o 
mth the norm, or standard of right and wrong, as logic 
has to do with the standard of truth, aesthetics with the 
standard of beauty. It is concerned primarily with the 
laws that regulate our judgments of right and wrong, 
oHly'secondarily' with the laws that regulate conduct as 
an event in time 

§ & Fractical SifficnlCy in the Conception of a 
Science of Conduct. 

f' 

There is a second objection that may be taken to 
such a science from the practical side. It has been 
said that ethics is the science of the laws which regulate 
our judgments of right and wrong. But hov^tben, it ' 
may be asked, does it come about that the great mass 
of peoplq,who are perfectly innocent of such a science, 
yet confidently pass such jud^ents on themselves and 
others ? Ic is these judgments of ordinary pepple, more- 
over, from which presumably the science of ethigs pro- 
poses to start, and it is these it proposes to investigate. 
But what hope can there be of finding any''law or reason 
embodied in popular judgments, obviously arrived at 
without any relation to laws of judgment previously 
known and acted upon? 

The answer to this difficulty has already been given 
* See note at the end of the chapter. 
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in lift previous chapter. The objecti on springs from the 
failure to distinguish between an unconsciously MqSred 
ait, rad the science . which aniyses.. the. princi^es'wl^ 
■.uiiderlie it Just as the art of speaking or»of reasoning 
may b» acquired by those who have never seen or heard 
of a book on grammar or logic, so the art of moral 
judgment and moral conduct may he acquired by the 
unconscious processes described above (p. s) before 
a science of ethics is even dreamt of. How far the 
science of conduct will react upon the art, what influence 
ethics has on morality, is another question. *The kind 
of answer that may be expected to be given to it has 
already been alluded to (pp. 14 foil.). In the present 
section I desjre merely to emphasise a distinction 
which, though so obvious when stated, is obscured in 
current language. 

§ 9. Wliat may be Expected of a Science of Ethics P 
If we now come closer to the question of the present 
chapter, and ask in what sense there can be said to be 
' a scien& of moral judgment, we open up a still more 
serious difSculty. Although the full import of our 
answer can only be apprehended after the claim that 
is now to be made on behalf of ethics has been justified 
by the detailed exposition of the theory itself, still it 
may be permissible to state here generally what we may 
expSct as the result of the present inquiry. 

Before attempting to do so, it is necessary, however, 
to define more clearly than we have yet done what 
a science in the strict sense is, and what we require 
that it should “do for us. Let us take astronomy 
as our type, and ask? Wherein does the scientific differ 
from tKe ordinary way of looking at things? In 
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the first place, it ^observes accurately. ,In astronftmy 
every one knows that the heavenly bodies change their 
ptfs'tion with reference to the earth and one another. 
Science demafids, in the first place, accurate observations 
anOescppions'of'these^^^^es. Secondly, science 
distin^isWs ''different/'lunds .of... the pheiioraena thus 
observed, classifies them, according _ to .their most 
significant differences.'^' It wifi, for instance, in astronomy 
very soon arrive 'at the distinction between our own sun 
and planetary system, and more distant suns. 'Within 
this it will distinguish moons from planets, planets that 
have cooled suflSciently to permit of life upon their 
surface from those that have not, and so on. But if its 
functions ended here, it would hardly mept the name of 
a science at all. It must not only accurately observe 
and classify : it must^e^/ark^ By this it is not meant 
that there may not be sciences, which do no more than 
classify the phenomena rvith which they deal. The 
phrase “ comparative sciences ” suggests that there may 
be, and this conception of a science is further illustrated 
by the earlier stages of sciences, such as biology and 
psychology, which, in their later development have far 
outgrownoit. "What is meant is that we must always 
refuse to rest in such a limitation. "We can never sit 
down satisfied, as Comte and other Positivist writers 
exhort us to dc, with the mere discovery of likenesses 
and differences between phenomena; but are forced 
to look beyond these external relations, and to seek 
for a principle, in the light of which we can explain 
them. 

, ^ r 

■Without entering into any detailed ^discussion of what 
is meant by “ explanation,” which ir a question for logic, 
not for ethics, I may define shortly what I wish the reader 
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to understand by this term. To explain a phenomenon 
br occurrence, in the proper sense of the term, it is not 
sufficient, as popular language implies, to find the causwor 
, agency which produced it Even the accouet given by the 
older books on logic, which define explanation as the 
process of finding a more general law, or more general 
laws, under which the occurrence may be subsumed, is 
inadequate.* Explanation includes this, but is not ex- 
hausted by it. A thing can only properly be said to be 
explained when it is seen necessarily to flow from the 
sflm of the conditions which the science in question takes 
into account. But these conditions, when accurately 
apprehended, are never merely a series of successive 
phenomena, or even an aggregate of coexistent pheno- 
mena, but the relations of the’ ^arts or members of an 
organic system to one anothei? In such a system it is to 
be observed that each separate element which calls for ex- 
planation appears at once in the twofold relation of cause 
and effect conditioning and conditioned; so that this 
distinction, which is commonly assumed as the basis of 
explanaQpn, may be said to have disappeared in the form 
under which we are finally required to think of the several 
phenomena under investigation. We may accordingly 
go a step further, and, setting aside the definition of 
explanation as the sum of the conditions, substitute for 
it a still more accurate one. A phenoinenon is in this 
sen3e onl y fully explained when~SiougK. i5.kn'ottTi of the 
particular system in question to permit us to apprehend 
the phenpinenon in,the,,light .of the Imown relations of 
the other parts,* and therefore as a coherent lumber of 
tfie wSoIeT* VToTaTte a simple instance, the phenomenon 

•t. 9 

• For this kind of explanation in its tlirec forms, see Mills 
£ogic, B(fok III., ch. xii. ; 'Bz.Ws Indactive Logic, Book III., ch. xii. 
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of the dawn is explained in the sense described w^ien 
we see it to be the necessary result of the sum of* 
corfditions which we know as the planetary system; in 
other words, when we know enough of the mutual 
relations of the various members of the planetary sj'stem, 
and the laws of their motions, to see that these involve 
the turning of our part of the earth to the light of the 
sun at a particular moment in the manner we call the 
sunrise.* 

By this third stage, therefore, in the scientific account 
of any phenomenon, we mean the process by which it 
is shown to be a coherent part of a system or organ- 
ism. It is shown to be “required "by the conditions 
previously known to prevail in a partipular field or 
group of facts. As so explained, it is seen to be neces 
sarily involved in these conditions so soon as we realise 
what they mean; in other wofds, to be a necessary 
truth. Of course the particular group is itself related 
to other groups, and ultimately to the whole system of 
known reality; so that the complete explanation of 
any fact requires that we should see it to bff^ neces- 
sarily involved in the constitution of the cosmos as 

* A still simpler example of this process of explanation would be 
the adjustmei^ of a piece in a child’s picture puzzle. The “ex- 
planation’’ of its apparently strange shape and jumble of coloured 
surface is only found when its place has been assigned to it in the 
organic structure of the whole. 'With the above statement ofrthe 
nature of explanation in general we may compare f^omte's view of 
what is required for the explanation of social phenomena in 
particular. It is more significant, as it is in manifest contradiction 
to his frequently expressed view of what we may look for in science 
in general (see p. 2z). Social phenomena, Cie s^s {Pcs. Pol., 
Vol. II., p. 95), ate explained in the sdentidc sense of the word 
when they "have been connected rvith tlJe whole of the existing 
situation and the whole of the preceding movement.” 
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^fllole. Sciejice however, quS. Science, contents itself 
with a perceived necessity of its data relatively to a 
limited sphere, e.g.^ spatial, mechanical, or chemical rela- 
tions. On the other hand, the ultimate relhtions of these 
spheres to one another, and to reality as a whple, is the 
point of view distinctive of Philosophy, the difference 
being that Science, as such, is content with the relatively 
complete explanatton which consists in showing how 
particular phenomena flow necessarily from a particular 
group of organic relations, as in astronomy or biology ; 
Philosophy requires us to see the same phenomena in 
organic relation to the world as a whole. 

Returning from this digression, we are now in a posi- 
tion to underhand what is meant by the statement that 
ethics is a science. It is so, jiot merely in the sense that 
it observes and classifies its data, as in the current tables 
of the different forms of^oral judgment known as duties ; 
it also aims at explaining them. Ite function is to exhibit 
these forms as necessarily_flpwing from the knoivn con- 
ditions of the in<iividual_and, social life of man. To the 
unreflecSive, moral judgments appear to be somewhat 
isolated phenomena, without relation to one another or 
to other facts of experience. Upon the field of other- 
wise strictly correlated and comprehensible facts and 
events, there appears to be intruded arbitrary pro- 
nouncements of condemnation or approval. It is the 
work of ethics, on the oAer hand, to bring these 
judgments into organic relation ■mth one another and 
with .the known facts of experience; to strip them of 
their apparent" arbitrariness, and clothe them m'th the 
livery of reason, by showing them to be necessary 
pMtulates'6f~that organism of relations which we know 
as human society. 
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§ 10. Comparison of Sthies as so intstpreted witti 
Intuitionist and Vbeologioal StMcs. 

The nature -and extent of this claim will be more 
obvious if we contrast it shortly with two other wiews 
that have been held as to the nature and limits of 
ethical investigation. Attempts have been made to 
limit the scope of the science to the description and 
classification of the utterances of what is called Moral 
Sense. The only ultimate account which we can give, 
it is said, of those pronouncements as to right antf 
wrong which we call moral judgments, is that in the 
presence of certain conditions one’s neighbour’s 
purse and a desire for money) moral sense pronounces 
certain judgments that it is wrong to take what "is 
not one’s own). Ethics has" to do with the description 
and classification of these judgments. It cannot further 
explain them. They rest upon an innate feeling or 
instinct that defies further analysis. As against this view 
we should, of course, admit the existence of what is 
called moral sense or feeling, — the consideration of which 
is an important part of ethics, — ^but we should refuse to 
regard it cas an unanalysable utterance of a special 
faculty. It has an origin, a history, and a place among 
the other date of the moral life which it is the. function 
of ethics to unfold. Similarly, its dicta (though it is not 
at all clear how a “ sense ” can speak as well as feel) Sre 
not isolated utterances (as such they woufii be wholly 
unintelligible), but derive what significance they have 
from their relation to an objective system of. mutually 
related parts or elements. ** r 

Another view- traces the moral judgments or decrees 
which are the subject-matter of ethics back to the will 
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of ftn external^ authority. They are communicated to 
’man partly through conscience, partly through revelation, 
but in both cases are in the last resort to be explaibed 
by a direct reference to this Supreme WiH not to human 
life and experience as such. It is not necessary to enter 
on disputed points of theology to see that, whatever the 
connection between morality and religion (and it is a 
very close one) may be, this view amounts either to a 
denial of any science of ethics in the proper sense of 
the word, or to the logical fallacy di fetitio prittcipii. 
If it be meant that no account can be riven of the 
good and the rightj except ftat they are the will of 
God, there is an end of all inquiry. We niay ’be' toid 
by cbhsciehce^ and revelation what is right, but to the 
qvfestion of science, Why is it* right? whysra I bound 
to accept this authority? tlfere is no answer.* If, on 
the other hand, it be meant merely that the good 
and the right become known to us through the direct 
action of another will upon our minds and consciences, 
/.ft, that we know that this is right, that wrong, because 
God telte us, the truth of this account will be a question 
for theology and metaphysics •, but, true or false, it does 


* As Shiirtesbuiy puts it, “ If the mere Will, Veaee or Law of 
God be saidabsolutely to constitute right and wrong, then are these 
latter words of no signilicaniy at all. For th\j5, if each part of a 
contradiction were affirmed for truth by the supreme Power, they 
would consequestly become true. Thus if one person were decreed 
to suffer for another’s fault, the sentence would be just and equitable. 
And thus in the same manner, if arbitrarily and without reason some 
beings were destined to endure perpetual ill, and others as con- 
stantly to enjoy go8d, this also would pass under the same denomi- 
nation. But to say %f anything that it is just or unjust on such a 
foundation as this is to Say nothing or to speak without meaning.” 
liiquity cenaniing Virtue, Book I., Ft, iii,, § 2 , 
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not help us to the solution of the ethical guestion. We 
are still left to ask, Why is it right ? Is it right because 
Goa wills it, or does God will it because it is right ? In 
the former case we are back at the denial of the possi- 
bility of any science of ethics; in the latter cate we 
are still at the beginning of our investigation, and our 
explanation of the judgment of right is still to seek, 

I claim then for ethics that it is a science in the same 
sense as any one of the physical or material sciences. It 
aims at explaining moral judgments, as astronomy aims’ 
at explaining the motions of the planetf, or geometry 
the properties of figures, by showing their place in a 
system which cannot exist as a consistent whole (or, 
in other words, cinnot be recognised Jjy reason, as 
existing at all) without' them. Thus, to anticipate, 
the judgment that theft is wrong is not explained by 
merely referring it to a moral scti^e or feeling, or to tlie 
decree of a divine will, but by showing that disregard 
for other people's property is inconsistent with that 
system of mutual relations which we call social life. 


Note. 

The distinction drawn in §7 between nntural and .norni.ativc is 
not proposed as the basis of a philosophical ch’issinc.'Uion of the 
sciences. (For such.a classilicalion, in which ethics, or the Science of 
the Good appears as the last Ictm in the scries, sec Plato’s HeinMic, 
Book VI., p. 507 foil., and for an elaborate modcp c.\pansion of 
it, Comte's Positive PAilcsofhyjlWss Mnrtincau’s lsn;;Iish Abridg- 
ment, Vol. I.) The distinction is adopted in the tc.\t to cmph.'isisc 
the point under discussion, and must not be pressed- More especially 
I must warn the student against imputing to mcf^iic vice.- that ethics 
aims at laying down rules, or offering direr*. instrCction for the 
conduct of life. That the study has import£nt practical bc.arlngs, I 
have already implied in Chapter I. ; that many suggestive practical 
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Iiu:% are to be found in tnriters npon ethics, and even that for the 
votk of the preScher and teacher of motalitr it constitutes by far 
the most important intcllechial preparation. I willingly admit^ but 
jest for this reason I hold it to be all the more impq^tant to obviate 
misnndeistanding by drawing a clear line of deiflarcation between 
the scicntiRc analysis of moral judgments and the system of practical 
instinction that may be founded upon it. For the further discussion 
of this question see next chapter. 
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CHAPTER III, 

SCOPE OF THE SCIENCE OF ETHICS. 

§ IL in what senae Ethics differs frpm the ifetur^ 
Sciences. 

Hatikg indicated in ivhat sense edii(3 may be said to 
resemble other sciences, it remains for^me further to 
define its general character pointing out in ■irnat 
respects it differs from them. It differs from all the 
natural sciences in that ; — , 

(i) It is regttlativi. Ethics deals -with a rule or 
standard of judgment, notrrith physical events and the 
causes irhich determine them. This has been already 
explained, and need not now detain us. It Aivolves, 
however, a further distinction which it is "of the utmost 
importance to note. 

(a) It treats man as conscious. Seeing tha t ethics de als 
judgmente consciously passed by man upon himself 
and others, it rests upon the assumption that man is 
not merely a part of nature and the blind servant orher 
purposeSj but is conscious of being a pari,' and of being 
subject to her laws. He not only behaves in a certain 
way in presence of particular circnmstances^^as oxygen 
may be said to “behave” in the presence pf hydrogen, 
but he is consdous of his behavic-ur in its relation to 
himself and others. It is on the ground of this con- 
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sciSusness that he passes judgment upon it Hence 
any attempt to treat the sdence of human conduct and 
character as merely a branch of material scienc!^ js 
doomed to failure. The " explanations ’4in the field of 
ethicsi cannot be in terms of the laws and l^poth^ses 
that aje applicable in the field of physical science. 
laws of motion or the principle of the conservation of 
force are here out of court. It is true that human 
conduct may be described as a mode or form of enetgy, 
but the important thing is the “fom,” — ^it is conscious 
energy, and thaj: makes all the difference. Nothing has 
created more confusjon in the history of scienceTl;2i‘ 
ffie 'attempt to take principles which' successfully explain 
phenomena"in''bhe 'field" and "apply them to" those' of 
anS^r^' wluch. 'they .are. Jnapplicdble; It viras' thus 

Jte Jaw? sf sibstitact 
number were adequate ^to explain the concrete facts of 
the physical world ; the atomists that the hypothesis of 
indestructible, material atoms, was sufficient to explain 
all phenomena of life and thought. And though 
have gluen over these attempts in their cruder forins, 
yet we are still h'able, in our enthusiasm for a p>in> 

' ciple which we have victoriously applied in >one fi^id, 
to overlook fundamental distinctions of subject-matfor, 
and apply it in a field where it is altogether iixg- 

levant or only relatively valid.*'' We *re in continual 
• ^ 

* As a prominent instance of this mistake at the present time vre 
might take the tendency to apply the law of natural selection, as 
it is observed to operate in unconscious nature and among the 
lower animals, to, the life of man as a conscious and intelhgeat 
member of ce socialwsystem. Even Mr. Spencer is not alt(^ether 
free from this dbor. A great deal of the antagonism to the sdentjgc 
treatment of the moral life is probably due to attempts to explain its 
phenomSia upon inadequate principles. 
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danger of forgetting that the world *'does not consist of 
groups of fects all upon the same plane ai?d ejcplicable 
thc" same axioms and definitions, but disposes them in 
an ascenditfg series resembling rather a spiral column, 
from each new round of which we view the fac^ that 
lie before us from a higher plane and at a diifereni 
angle. Injejard to ethics we may here so far.an^cipate 
as to state the view,, hereafter to be proved, that it differs 
from tiie. sciences that stand next below it, viz., biology 
and nahiral history, in that while these treat man as 
organically related to his environment in nature, and 
society,, ethics treats of him as conscious, of that 
relation. 

(3) It is more closely related to philosophy. Another 
distinction is important? It flows naturally from the 
two already mentioned. It has already been observed 
(p. 25) that the explanations of particular sciences are, 
after all, relative. fact or phenomenon is fully 
explained till its relations to dl the world beside are 
clearly known and defined. But all the world beside, 
or ffie whole system of 'things, is not the subjgjt-matter 
of any particular science. So far as it can be made 
a subject, of investigation at all, it is the subject of 
philosophy or metaphysics, the science of sciences.* 
But while philosophy alone deals mth complete or final 
explanations, y^ relatively, and in their own field, the 
explanations of the particular sciences are regarded as 
vdid. It might be said, for instance, that the truth 
of the fifth proposition of the first book of Euclid 
is independent of the conclusions of philosophy as to 

•* • 

* Which, however, ought not to be thought of as^pposed to the 
sciences, but only as " an unusually obstinate effort to think clearly ” 
on their subject-matter. 
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the •nature and reality of space, and no one would 
think it worth while seriously to question the state- 
ment that mathematics is independent of metaphys7es. 
But the question may be and has been put with refer- 
ence tp ethics, Is it in like manner independent of 
philosqphy ? The older thinkers apparently were of 
opinion that it was not, as it was commonly spoken 
of as ‘moral philomphy. Modem nomenclature and 
methods of treating it have emphasised its indepen- 
dence. Recent wTiters even go out of th^ir way to 
disown all connection between ethics and metaphysics. 
But besides the general connection which there is 
between all the sciences which deal with some particular 
aspect of the^ world (e.gt, mathematics, which deals 
with space ; dynamics, which* deals with bodies in 
motion; and philosophy or metaphysics, which deals 
with the nature and rcjlity of the world as a whole), 
there is in the case of ethics a more particular con- 
nection. This is manifest whether we take the point of 
view of the first or of the second of the distinctions 
already Vientioned. 

For (o) moral judgments are thought to be absolute. 
Ethics, we have seen, has to do with moral jadgirents, 
lind’Hiesb judgments are judgments of valu^ — the value 
of conduct or cliaracter. Now, whatever they be in 
realty, tliey arc apparently, at least, judgments of ab- 
soluTc, not merely of relative value ; for it is usually 
thought and asserted that conduct is good or bad, not 
merely relatively, ».e., according as we choose to regard a 
certain en^ th® good of the society in which we 
live) as desirable* or not, but absolutely, r'.e., without 
relation to our individual views of what is desirable 
not* desirable in particular circumstances. This 

3 


or 
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apparently is the meaning of duty and rigjit as contr<fited^ 
with pleasure or utility. In other words, morality is* 
commo nly drought to be required by the’^natiire' of 
fhjnps as a \\ioiej riot' merely' by the circumstances' in 
which we happen .to liye^ It is not necessary fcere'fd 
decide whether this opinion is true or false. Clearly if 
it is true there is a most intimate connection between 
ethics and metaphysics. And eveif if it be false it is 
difficult to see how its falsity can be proved without 
more or less overt reference to a philosophical doctrirfe 
of the place of man in the universe, and his relation to 
its central principle and purpose. 

(i) -Ma^sjoftsciousness of himself as ajniember of society 
involves a reference to a cosmic order. This intimate con- 
nection between ethics and^ metaphysics may further be 
illustrated from the fact that in the former we have to 
do, not only with man as relafpd to his material and 
social environment, but ndth man as conscious of this 
relationship. For this consciousness, as may be d^ily 
shown, involves a reference to the whole world besides, as 
a cosmos or order in which he has a place. Si being 
conscious of himself as a citizen of a particular state, 
or as a nsember of the human brotherhood, he is also 
conscious of himself as a citizen of the world, and as a 
member of a cosmos of related beings. And ^ust as it is 
impossible to think of himself as a member of any lesser 
circle of relations, e.g., of the family, without thinking of 
himself as a member of a larger circle, e.g., a society or 
state, so is it impossible to think of himself as a member 
of society without thinking of himself ^5 a qiember of 
a universal or cosmic order. His tlyaught* of himself, 
moreover, in this latter aspect, overflows, as it were, into 
all his other thoughts about himself, transfomifng and 
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^moulding them in such a way that it is impossible to 
treat of any of the lower forms of consciousness, 
his social consciousness, without taking tha higher into 
account. It is of course possible for the moment and 
for pillposes of science to abstract one aspe'ct or form 
of consciousness, such as the consciousness of ourselves 
as members of a particular society, from our conscious- 
ness of ourselves In general, just as it is possible to 
abstract a particular form or aspect of space or of force 
fcom space or force in general. But when we come 
to analyse. our^Sockl. consciousness into its constituent 
elements, and ask, as we do in ethics. What are its 
nature and contents ? we find that the answer depends 
upon our answer to the widfr question, as “fSTTBe 
nature and' contents of conftdonsness as a whole, in 
a far^raore' intimate way than does the question of 
the properties of the triangle or the electric current 
upon the question of the nature of space or force in 
general. Thus, to take a single instance, the science 
, of mathematics will remain unaffected whether we 
believe ’ with one school of metaphysicians that our 
knowledge of space is given from without, or with 
another that it is an a priori form contributeH by the 
mind itself. But no one could say that -our. ethical 
analysis of'that form of social consciousness which we 
call conscience will remain unafifecteB .whether we 
believe with tjte Epicureans that the world is an acd- 
dehtal concourse of atoms, or' hold with the Stoics that 
it is 'the reflection of divine intelligence. We are thus 
ledlo the cbndusion that, while 'the natural sciences 
may be said" to be" practically independent of metaphys- 
icsj'the'coriclusidhs'^df '^ilcKophy u to the nature of 
the world at large and man’s relation to it aie of the 
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utmostjmportMce to etl^j.and. cannat.be neglecte^ 
in a complete exposition of its sujy 
'"‘While this is so, it may be convenient and even 
necessary, in ^an elementary treatise like the present, 
to consider the subject-matter of ethics with aS little 
reference as possible -to the philosophical qiftstions 
involved. Little harm can come of this course, so 
long as we know what we are abofit. It only comes 
to be misleading when we confuse the temporary con- 
venience o? neglecting these questions mth the per- 
manent possibility of doing so. To as^rt that we may 
for purposes of investigation abstract from metaphysical 
considerations is jone thing j to assert their irrelevance to 
our ultimate results is qpjte another.f 

§ 12. Ethics as a “Practical” Science. 

Ethics has sometimes been'distinguished from the 
natural sciences on the ground that it is practical while 
they are theoretic. On examination, however, the dis- 
tinction is found to be a superficial one. It?ns true, 
indeed, that ethics stands nearer to our everyday life 
than do,., for iristance, astronomy or physiology. Its 
very name, as we have seen, implies this, and on this 
ground it has sometimes been called practical philo- 
sophy. It is the science of conduct (apS^ts) and the 
judgments which more deeply affect it. Its conclusions 
may therefore be said to be of immediate‘’and universal 

* The precise point at which metaphysical questions press them- 
selves upon our notice will he noted ^ow. Scc p. 210 and 233. 

•f On the relation of philosophy to science in general, see the 
Logic ofUtgtl (Wallace’s Eng. Tr.), pp. 9^12 ; and cp. Mackenzie’s 
Manual of Ethics, pp. 41 foil., where there are some*excellent 
remarks on its relation to ethical and political science in particular. 
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i^rest in a ^ense which cannot be claimed for the 
conclusions of the scjences just mentioned. But this 
does not carry us far. For it may easily be shoTO t&at 
as a science ethics is just as theoretic US’ astronomy or 
physioteg)’, while, as furnishing the basis for tjie scientific 
practice of the arts, e.g:, of navigation and of healing, 
these sciences are just as practical as ethics. 

The idea that there can be such a thing as a science 
which is purely theoretic comes from our habit of 
thinking of the natural sciences as syst^s of truth 
elaborated in books which are chiefly useful as a means' 
of intellectual training. In the early stages of the his- 
tory of science such a mistake was impossible. Man's 
interest in the j.aws of nature was then only the reflection 
of his interest in his own ends and purposes. Causes 
in nature were only interesting as means to practical 
ends.* It is true that, there came a time when nian 
began to develop that “ disint erested curiosity” which is 
the condition of all higher achievement in science. 'Vet 
it is equally true that, just in proportion as scientific 
rcscaiT:lV becomes divorced from the practical interest 
that man has in the subjugation of nature, there is a 
danger that it may become pedantic or dMettante. t 
Even the most abstract and theoretic ^of all the 
sciences, 7iz., metaphysics or philosophy, while, as 
Novalis said, " it bakes no bread," ^is not without 


• .Scc IIoETding's Psychology, p. 240 (Eng. Tr.). 

. t Mr. Casaubon's Key to nil Mythologies in Middlanttnh 
nppc.irs hnvs been of this cliarnctcr. One cannot help a sus- 
picion thali mucfi pf the erudition of the present time, which, as 
Hcgcl once said, “Buds most to be done where there is least to be 
got from,it," is in tiie s.amc condition. On the whole subject see 
Note at end of Book IV. below. 
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important bearing on the practical problems of e^iy- 
day life. 

On the other hand, the notion that ethics is les 
theoretic than- any other science can only come from 
the tendency, already remarked upon, to confuse theory' 
with practice in the field of conduct — ideas an(j, judg- 
ments alout morality in the study or in the class-room 
with moral ideas and moral judgments in the concrete 
circumstances of daily life. 

§ 13. Has Hthics to do -with what Ought to Bo 
rather than with what 16 P 

Closely allied with the views just criticised is another 
that is not less misleading. Ethics, it is said, differs 
from the natural sciences in that, while they deal wth 
things as they are, ethics d&ls with them as they ought 
to be. This distinction, it is maintained, is based upon 
the fundamental antithesis between natural and moral 
law. The former is the law of what is, the latter of 
what is to be. 

Now it is undoubtedly true that for the inCWdual 
the moral law represents something that ought to be 
as .opposed to physical law, which is a statement of what 
is. The law of gravitation is a statement of the actual 
relation between the pen I hold in my hand and the 
earth which attr^ts it On the other hand, the law that 
I shall be perfectly sincere in the opinions I express 
by my writing is a statement of what ou^ht to be my 
relation to my reader, whatever the actual fact may be. 
But this is no more than to say that, as by this ti^e must 
be obvious to the student, these two are ^aws ir>a wholly 
different sense. In the one c^e werhave a scientific 
generalisation from'the observations of facts, in the other 
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we have a rule. ox maxim flowing from such a generalisa- 
•tion. What corresponds to moral law in this sense is 
the practical rule deducible from the conclu.sions of any 
particular science, e.g., the rules of health which are 
deducible from the conclusions of physiology. On the 
other \jand, what corresponds in ethics to tHe theoretic 
conclusions of science are the definitions, classifications, 
and explanations of which I gave a general account in 
the preceding chapter. It is, indeed, true that in the 
search for t he concl usions there sketched out we sta rt 
ffdm_judgmeiUiof what ought to be,— this constitutes 
the distinctive mark of the science, — hut it deals with 
these judgments as actual facts. At each step, more- 
over, in its progress the science is, as we shall see, in 
the closest contact with concrete facts, in just as true a 
sense as any other science. Thus it is its aim .to. show 
how moral judgments as,to what ought to be are always 
relative to what is ] they imply at every point the actual 
c.xistence of a moral ord*, apart froin which, as it is 
revealed in social relations, there could be no such 
thing a moral law, any more than, apart from the 
known relations of the bodily organs to one another 
in what we might call the, physiological order which 
reveals itself in them, there could be any lays of health 
in the ordinary sense of the term. 

In criticising the distinction which it has been sought 
to establish between ethics and other sciences, on the 
ground of the*difference between the "ought” and the 
“is,” I have not meant to deny or in any way to 
obliterate the latter antithesis. However closely these 
categorie%maj* be related to one another, no identifica- 
tion of them is .ultimately possible. I have merely 
wished fo point out that the distinction betu-een them 
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is not applicable as a principle of division among the 
sciences themselves.* 

s 14. Distinotion between Ethics and Politics. 

a 

It remains to distinguish ethics from a science with 
which it may seem to have been confused, when we spoke 
of the former as having to do mth man as a member of 
society, namely, politics. t The connection between them 
is obvious. They ^th deal with human conduct and 
diaracter. They both treat of. these in connection with 
the'^S of human good, and tlierefore as the subject of 
moral judgment. They both conceive of them as subject 
to lawsj carrjThg with them judicial rewards and penalties. 
The difference is that while ethics is concerned with tlic 
analysis of conduct andchtiacter as the subjects of moral 
judgment' ’(/'.ft, as right and wron^), simply, politics has to 
dolyilirthe analysis of those external forms and inslitu- ' 
tidris'wliich''lay ‘down in outline the fields in which right 
cond'uct'pnfiiarily iiiahifes'ts itself, viz., the family, school, 
churcli," profession, etc. Heiice ethics may bef^id to ' 
precede politics. Only after we have arrived at a clear 

r; 

* See Dewey's Outlines of Ethics, pp. 1 74 foil. Also art. by the 
same author, jhttenialionel fcurnol of Ethics, Vol.,I., No. 2. 

f The word is here used in its ancient and honourable, not in its 
somewhat degraded modem sense. Just as “ Ethics " is preferred 
to the more ambitious title of " Moral Philosophy,” so “ Politics ” 
may be preferred to “ Political Philosophy,” but ifi both ciiscs it is 
to be understood that a .science, not an art, is intended. The hybrid 
.term, " Sociology,” seems likely to assert a place for itself. I under- 
stand the word as meaning the theory of society in gcncml, inciuding 
its origin and growth, whereas politics is the tlA^iiy ft civilised 
sodety organised as a state. On the distinctiofi between Society 
and State, see D. G. Gitchie’s Principles of State Inietfcrencc, 
Appendix. 
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conception of ^he inward nature of right conduct c^n 
we hope to settle the question as to its proper external 
conditions. The foundation of a true ,criticism\f 
political institutions must be laid in a trOe criticism of 
humaiflife as subject to a supreme law or purpose, t ( 
in ethfcs. ’ ' ’ 


o Note.. 

Although I have followed in the text (of the preceding sectiga 
tSe distinction suggested by language itself between moral and 
political science, ^ may be permitted here to suggest That the 
recd^ised mode of treating them apart from one another is the 
result of temporary circumstances, and may be very misleading. 
It is at any i."'o ji/.r::?.:; tl::.'. the greatest thinkers have eilher 

refused'Hieui' ! , ; of placed them in the closest 

c6nhe‘clld^v.i;i. i':,'.:i:..r. ‘I'iius^lato’s is as much a 

treatise on moral as bii political philosophy in the modern sens^ of 
the word ; Aristotle’s Ethics is to be taken, as be insists, only gs 
introductory to his Eslitics^, in modern philosophy it has begg 
frequently noted that Hegel, the most encyclopaedic of philosophb,j^ 
has no ethics apart from the trenchant analysis of society whioh 
he gives us in the Philosophy of Right. The truth seems to be, t]jgt 
modem ^tuitionalism an.d .modern hedonism (both, it is to 
ol}Serv2'd)''lbtmr of individualism ‘and of English growth) are ig. 
sponsible for the present fashion of treating ethical questid^'in 
abSti’actrdn~Cmm' their political correlatives. Finding, as they jo 
the -principle 'of moral obligation in the individual mind, whether 
as the seat of “ iimate ideas ” or the permpient of pavi and pleasqre^ 
they have alsigned to ethics, as its dief subject, the discussion gf 
such questions as the nature^ofTOnsae’nce^^ndvthe'freedbm' of 'the 
Will?"^o'rd-especially are' the popular' forms of utilitarianism re- 
sponsible for radsing into prominence the discussion of the nature 
of motive, and of the relation of pleasure to the moral end, and tjius 
imposing upon the writer upon ethics the task either of re-establish- 
ing or confuting in his own way the conclusions at which they h^ve 
arrived."’ .^ut is to be hoped that a deeper consideration of the 
questions at issu% wll soon make it generally clear that it i^ a 
mistake to look to what is purely individual in man as the ground 
of his moral judgments or the source of his prevailing motive, or 
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even to conceive of the individual in any way as ubitracily selecting 
the principles which are to guide his conduct Ihc motives under' 
therinfiuence of which each of us habitually liv^ are much more 
acc^fely represented' by that mysterious confluence of impulses 
\^iA..we call tlie spirit of the age, and which, as consisting of 
elements borrowed from the preserrt constitution of society, rcurrent 
ideas upon fights of person and property, and the prevailing 
conceptions of the end or purpose of social eflbrt, it is the duty of 
sotual or political philosophy to analyse. When this is generally 
acknowledged, it may be anticipated that tiA distinction in the text 
will pass into the background, the questions that occupy ethics as 
now understood being referred partly to psychology’, or the science 
of the inchvidupl mind, partly to politics, or the science that treats 
of man as a conscious participant in a common life. 
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CHAPTER I. 


■HE 0BJECT OK MORAL JUDGMENT, 

§15, What is Conduct? 

We have seenlhat ethics has lo do with conduct and 
character, and that it differs S'om a physical or experi- 
mental treatment of the phenomena of human action in 
that its subject-matter is a form of judgment upon them. 
Before proceeding further we must try to get a clear 
idea of what is meant by conduct and character. 

It seei^|! natural to define conduct as “human action.” 
And this is a good definition if we understand properly 
what is meant by " human action.” For instance, breath- 
ing is a human action, but this is clearly not included in 
conduct, for we do not distinguish a goo^ and a bad 
in automatic actions of this land. In other words, the 

n 

action is not distinctively human at all. It belongs to 
man as an animated mechanism, not as man. Noi do 
we mend matters by adding "conscious” to action, 
and identifying, conduct with conscious action. I am 
conscious 0 ^ wniking my eyes when the sun strikes 
them, and of starting when I hear a sharp sound, but 
these astions are not yet conduct. They are known 

45 
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in psychology as reflex actions.* As" such they are 
sh^ed in by the lower animals, and are not distinctively 
human. The element that is still wanting is will or 
volition. Between the merely reflex and the voluntary 
action ;which constitutes conduct there is all the 
difference that there is (to take our previous eilample) 
between the blinking of the cat in the sunshine and the 
movement of my pen across this sheet of paper. The 
difference is that the latter is willed, so that wd_i^y 
define conduct as voluntary, 5Ct5on.+ 

§ 16 . Apparent Exceptions to this Eetinition. . 

Against the view that moral judgment attaches, only 
to voluntary action, it 'might be urged that we pass 
moral judgments on many actions that are not volun- 
tary, e.g., on habitual actions. How is this to be 
explained if moral predicates attach only to conduct, 
and conduct is always voluntary action ? The answer is, 
that though the habit may have become so strong as 
to have completely mastered the will, and wa'can no 
longer be said to be responsible for its consequences, 
yet there was a time when each repetition of the action 
was voluntary. So that, while we cannot strictly be said 
to be responsible for the habitual act as an isolated 
event, seeing tljat it is not a voluntary one, we are 
res ponsibl efo:^ as, an in s aiice-. of_a habit whicy has 
been ..Y oluntan lr^quired. and..which..w'e bught-lo-haff 

* On the distincLion between reflex action, instinct and volition, 
see Hoffding, Psychology, Eng. Tr , cb. vii., anddbr a fall discussion 
of the “instinctive germs of volition,” Bain’'-, Semts and Intellect, 
pp. 246 foil. Cp. Ward’s art. in Ency.Brit. on “Ps3'cliology,"p. 73, 

t On the distinction here drawn between conduct and £:tion, see 
Lotze’s Practical Philosophy, pp. 33 foil. 
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che(?ked before jt became inv eterate.* In other words, 
fli-hat we really judge in such a case is the series of 
voluntary acts whereby the habit has become inesistible. 

Contrariwise, if conduct and voluntary taction are to 
be taken as equivalent terms, the difficulty might be 
raised tJi^t many actions are clearly seen to be voluntary, 
and yet are not commonly reckoned as conduct or made 
the subject of morri judgment. Thus it is thought that 
while the artisan is af his work, though all his acts may 
b(? strictly voluntary, yet they are not conduct conduct 
(that in virtue of.which we apply moral attributes to him) 
only begins when he lays down his tools. We do indeed 
blame him for being dilatory or careless in his work, but 
this is thought to be on the ground of his breaking his 
contract wth his employer, not on the ground of the work 
itself. Similarly, in the higher fields of the artist and the 
scientific reasoner or expgrfmentalist, we do not generally 
think of their labour as conduct. The distinction, how- 
ever, here urged is entirely arbitrary, and cannot bear 
investigation. The conduct of the hand and eye and 
intellect Tn daily work is as much moral conduct as the 
voluntaiy dealings with ourselves and others outside that 
work. An artisan or an artist or a writer who does not 
“ do his best " is not only an inferior workman, but a bad 
man.t Conduc t then embraces not_ merely a, section _of 
man’s voluntary life J” it is not “ thre^-fqusths of life,” as 
Matthew Arnold said of it, or any other vulgar fraction 
of it, but the whole of life so far as'lt is human life at all. 

' See Aristjlle’s '^thics. Book IH., ch. v., where this point is 

taised/and once/or idl solved in the above sense. 

■f Carlyle once said of ajoiner who vms doing a job in his house 
in Chelsea Jhat he ‘'broke the whole decalogue with every stroke of 
bis hammer.” 
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§17. Wliat is WillP ^ 

It remains to ask what this Will or Volition is whicfi 
bfings human action within the reach of moral judg- 
ment. The (investigation of the phenomena of will as 
a side or aspect of the human mind is one for psycho- 
logy ratJier than ethics." Here it must suffice ,to give 
a short statement of the results reached by psychology, 
as far as they are necessary for the*'right understanding 
of what follows. 

This rjill best be done by taking a simple instance afid 
analysing it. Let us take the voluntary action of rising 
and going nearer to the fire. What does this involve ? 
(i) Let us say it involves a feeling of pain arising from 
the sensation of being cold. Feeling is ap element in all 
conscious action, and by jeeling i s mean t simply ,pleasur e 
or^pun. This is involved even in the most unemotional 
actions, as in the investigation, of a scientific problem. 
If there were no element of feeling, of pleasure in the 
thought of the acquisition of knowledge or of pain in 
the thought of being without it (».«., unless we had an 
interest in it), the activity itself would be ifnpossible. 
Iji the case chosen for illustration it is obvious enough 
that there is an element of feeling, and that on the 
supposition^ that the action we have under analysis is 
voluntary this feeling makes itself felt distinctly as mine. 
It involves theb incipient judgment, “ I feel cold." In 
proportion as this is realised my state is recognised as 
different from the state of the cat whicS at the same 
moment shows sign% of moving to the fire also. (2) 
There is desire of the warmth of th^’fire. It is im- 
portant to note the new elements that afc here intro- 
duced. (a) There is the idea of*the fire and its heat 
See note at end of this chapter. 
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in S particular^ direction and af a particular distance 
3nd of myself as wanned by it. (3) Side by side, and 
contrasted with this, there is the idea of^my press'll 
cold self, the contrast producing a heightened state of 
feeling curiously compounded of the pain of the present 
state apd the pleasure or interest in the idea of the 
fire, (r) But if these two were all, — if the rise of the 
idea of the fire wer^ immediately followed by its enjoy- 
ment, as putting on the wishing-cap in the story means 
pftsession of the thing wished for, — there woujd be no 
such thing as desire or will. It is the fact that there is 
resistance to be overcome, something to be done, that 
is the condition of both. Desire is a state of tension I 
(jeated by the cont r ast between^ e pfSent state 
self an d the idea of a future sa te not yet realise^dr^gut 
desire' is noMvill, as may be sewi'from the fact that 
there may be a conflict of desires in the mind, 
in our illustration, the conflict between the desire of 
getting on with my work and the desire of getting up 
and going to the fire. ( 3 ) This is the stage of delibtra- 
iien,* in*^hich the mind weighs, as in a balance, 
two or more mutually exclusive objects of desira 
Finally, Will, or Volition is the act by which attention 
is concentrated on the one object of desjre, to the 
exclusion ef the others. Hence there is further 
involved ( 4 ) the "act of choice” “decision,” or “resolu- 
tion,* the essence of which is that I identify myself 
in anticipation* with a particular object and widr the 
particular line of action required realise it. It may 
be, however, thal; the actual realisation is deferred to 

* Vtith reference to tiie object or end. At a later stage, alter the 
fa. been taken.'‘ttoe is usuallfawEsid^ proc^^f 
^beratioS as to means. 
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a future time, e.g., till I have finished a book ot 
a letter. In this case I am said to have made a 
resolution, ^vrhich means that the idea is, as it ■were, 
hung up meantime in a state of suspended animation, ■ 


to be called into life again when the proper moment 
shall amve. IVe do indeed pass moral judgments 
upon resolutions,®' but they are only provisional A 
man is not g ood because l^maKw^ood^r^plutions, 
nor bad because he ma kes b ad .ones. It i s Qnl 3^hgn 
t he resolut ion pass^ in to conduct T hat.it ,ius.tlyJbgco.rfies 
th^object of a moral judgmentf t 


* And even on desires. See Matthew’s Gospd, v. 28. 
t How far the tesoludon is from the completed act has become 
a proverb in respect to ^Sd resointions. It is not, peihaps, very 
creditable to hnmnn nature thit a similar reflection with i^^d to 
bad resointions does not make ns more charitable to persons who are 
caught apparently on the way to artrime. Hbfldlng (jRpr&A®', 
Eng. Ed., p. 342) quotes the case of a woman who, having got into 
a neighbour's garden for the purpose of setting fire to her hons^ and 
been taken almost in the act, swore solemnly in court that she knew 
she would not have perpetrated the act, bnt hesitated to^ state npofar 
oath that she had abandoned her intention when she sCas surprised. 
With this we may compare the passage in Slark Rutherford’s story 
of Miriam's Schooling, where, speaking of Miriam’s temptation to 
take her own life, he says: ‘'Afterwards the thought that she had 
been close tt suicide was for months a new terror to her. She was 
unaware that the dUlana bdvian us and dreadfid Vritius is much 
greaier often than it appears to ie.” On the other hand, the mere 
wish for a result {f.g., Tito Melema’s wish for his father’s death in 
Homola) may contain already in itself, all unknown to the conceiver 
of it, the fully fonned lesolntion and the act as well The occa- 
sion only is wanting for Che wish and the deed to spring together. 
On the nature of will in general see W. J'ames’^ Principles of 
Psychology, ch. rtrvi. of will and desire; ■\Vard’s, 4 )f. cit.-. Green’s 
Proleg. to Ethics, Book II., ch. H.; Dewy's Psychology, pp. 360 
foil ; Bradley in Mind, No. 43 ; dppearatueandPealilyf p. 463». 3 
Mackenzie’s Mamtal of Ethics, pp. 250 foU. 
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§ 18 , Hslation of Hesiro to Will and Character, 

« ^ 

The chief difficulty in considering an act ®f vfill does 

not, however, attach to the analysis of it into its elements, 
but to file question of the manner in which wg are to 
conceive of these elements as related to one another in 
the concrete act 

Thus it is a common mistake to think of a desire 
as^an isolated element We speak of our “having 
desires,” “following our desires,” “controlling our 
desires," etc,, as' though they were something separate 
from ourselves, acting upon us from without, or con. 
trolled by us as an unruly horse is by its rider.* This_ 
conception of the relation betwaen will and diKire js^ at 
the basis of the anti-liber tarian doctr ine, t hat c onfect 
i s at all times determ ined oy the 5 tropge 5 t_de 5 ire. i.e, 
(since desire is a forc^ outside and independent of 
the will), by something other than free choice. The 
conception, however, is itself inaccurate. It is for- 
•gotten tliat ,desires.^are,^.^waj« .fpr^.oyec^^ and^.that 
(hje^e^obj ects..arji...ahyays ^relative.^ 59 
thfiyJhaK.e„ value,. It is owing "to their having a " valtJfe 
for self that they become objects of desire, and thus 
their character, even their very existence,* is always 
dependent upon the character of the self to whom they 
are qjjjects. Thus it is an object of* desire to the 
reader to appsehend this section on the nature of 
conduct, but it is so in virtue of his intellectual and 
moral needs, aqguirements, and Capacities. In other 
words, the*‘lesftc depends upon, and is organically 

* See Pljto’s well-known simile of the charioteer and the horses, 
Pkadrus, § 253. 



related to, the character of the persorv who desires to 
understand this book. This section has a significant 
afid an attraction for him which it does not possess for 
the man intBe street, precisely in virtue of the difference 
of their respective characters. His chanactei* reflects 
itself in the object of his desire ; he thinks he,sees, in 
the idea of himself as having read the book, a more 
desirable self than his present self? whereas to the man 
in the street the sight of the book and the paragraph 
gives bafk no such reflection, and awakens, consequent}’, 
no such desire. • 

These considerations bring out two points which are 
of the utmost importance in the theory of desire. 
First, human desires ^re not mere irrational forces or 
tendencies propelling a pan this way and that way. 
They are always for objects more or less definitely 
conceived. As such they are to be distin g uished from 
mere_appetites or propensities whi ch are sha red by the 
lower animals. Secondly, these objects me related to 
a s.elf;_and.iat.in..hyo„ways. (fi) They are organicallj 
related, as just explained, to the character of that self 
tjo far from being the creature of desire, each man maj 
be said to create his own desires, in the sense that, as he 
himself ch|nges bj, development of. his, intellectual and 
'mord powers, he changes the character ofi the objects 
which interest "him or which he desires. {l>) They are 
related to the self, in that i.t_.js,_the realisation of*them 

Hence it is indifferent 
whether we say, I desire that object, or I desire 
myself to be in possession of that objecl<; I desire to read 
this book, or I desire a self that Itas redd this book. 
The essential point to note is thaf all desire, and there- 
fore all will (inasmuch as will depends upon desire), carry 
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with^hem a ref^ence to self. Their object is a form of 
^If-satisfection.* 


§ 19. Will and Sel£ 

The mistake of conceiving of will and desire las con- 
trolling or controlled from without is connected with the 
more fundamental o^e of conceiving of the will and the 
self as externally related to one another. As the former 
be said to be the characteristic fallacy of those 
who oppose the common doctrine of the freedofh of the 
will, the latter may be said to be the characteristic mis- 
take of those who support it.t The latter often speak 
as though the self had, among its other faculties, also a 
will, which was* free in the sense of being able to act 
independently of desire, and df the character which, as 
we have seen, reflects itself in desire. If what we have 
already said be true, we shall suspect this view, on the 
ground that, as we have already seen, will is dependent 

Cp. Bradley’s Ethical Studies p. 6z, “ In desire what is desired 
must in aSf cases be self.” Mr. Mackenzie, Manual of Ethics, 
pp. 76 foil., calls attention to the important feet that jesires a re t 
not isolated phenomena ; each is an element in a nniverse o r( 
system of desire s ; to yield to it means that one snch system o r i 
** side of onr character ” yields to another ; throngh«it the lower C 
self gets the upper hand of the higher self or vice vend. 

t It is not possible, perhaps not deniable, to enter,in a text-book 
like the present, into a full discussion of the vexed and difficult 
question of the fretdom of the will. The above remarks are rather 
warnings against initial errors in approaching the subject than a 
detailed solution of its difficulties. For a critical discussion s>{ 
the points at issui between Libertarians and Determinists, see 
Sidgwick’s Met^ *f Ethics, Book I., ch. v. ; and for developmmt 
of a view similar to tha? in the text, Green’s Prolegmena to Ethics, 
Book II., ch. ii. ; Works, ?’ol. II., pp. SoSfoU. See also Mackenzie, 
tp. cit., ch, viii. 
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on desire,,and.all-desireis,relatedjto sejf and charScter. 
We cannot be too careful to avoid thinking of the will 
aS possessed by the self in the above sense. The will 
is the selt'^. €t js,,th.e jse lf. apprehended as consciously J 
moving^ towards . the- reali sation^ . 0 ? .an pbj ect ^^Sesi're. 
iniius' differs from conduct as the inward dqps from 
the outward aspect of the same fact. Looked at 
from the inside, _the fact apprehended is^that of a self 
eSresM iiig^tseiCin" conscious action with .a pu rpos e ; 
looke d gt from the_outsij^_4 jt.if conduct. ‘ Hence "it'‘ft'ill 
be indiffereht ' whether we say 'that imoral judgments 
attach to conduct or to the will (or self) that realises 
itself in conduct. 

§ 20. Contact and Character. 

In defining the subject-matter of ethics, we ^id that 
it was conduct and character; but hitherto we have 
not been in a position to set these hvo in their proper 
relations to one another. We have now, however, reached 
a point of view from which we may criticise the common 
ideas of that relationship. For these ideas ate founded 
upon an error similar to those which we have just been 
criticising. They assume that the will, of which conduct, 
as we have just seen, is only the outer side, stands to 
the character in a merely external relation; the only 
difference being that, while by some it is conceived of as 
determined by it as by a natural cause as the inotion 
of the billiard ball is determined by the cue), by others 
the will is conceivedoof as capable of acting in an inde- 
pendent line of its own, rvithout relaf'ion to character, 
ft will help us to steer our way betv'len the rocks and 
shoals of this controversy, whidi will be recognised 
oy the student as that between Necessarianism and 
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Libartarianism, if we keep dearly before us two dis- 
tinctions often Overlooked. 

In the first place, there is the distinction between 
the so-called natural tendencies and inhprfted cliarac- 
teristic$, such as quick temper or indolent disposition, 
which are the raw material of moral training, and these 
same as elaborated and systematised by will and intel- 
ligence in that pecyliar mode which we call character 
The former, as isolated elements of character, may in 
a -sense be said to be "given,” and to be independent 
of will j though,^ as a matter of fact, they nc^cr come 
before us in a being whose conduct may be made the 
object of moral judgment, except in a form which they 
owe to the reaction of will and intelligence upon them. 
Character, on fite other hand, Is the aeg oireoLhabit of 
regulating these tendencies ill a certain manner, in rel a- 
tion to co nscfoiisly conceived ends . In other words, char- 
ge^ IS not something separate from will and acting upon 
It from without, but is the habitual mode in which w ill 
regulates that _SYstem. of impulse s and desires which, 
looked subjectively, is the fie ld of itT^ercise.* "" 

Secondly, there^s the distinction betiveen character as 
relatively fixed and static at the moment of action, atid 
character as something that grows and changes from 
moment to. moment. 

In its former aspect volition must be conceived of 
as determined by character; the individual act must 
be taken as tl.’e expression or embodiment of character. 
If it be not so taken it is difficult to see in what sense 
we can speak in ordinaiy language of a man as respon- 
sible or acfountable for his actions. The theoretic 

* Hence chiiractcr hai been defined as a “ habit of vrill." J. S, 
Mil] calls’chanicter “3 completely fashioned wll." 
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justification of moral responsibility is the presum^ion 
that a man’s voluntary actions may be taken as an inde^ 
torthe moral qualities of the man himself. Any other 
hj'pothesis aSp to the relation between character and 
conduct— whether it be that of the determinist, who 
supposes- actions to flow from previous conditions, as 
physical effects follow upon their causes, or that of the 
libertarian, who isolates the will from character as a 
mysterious power of unmotived choice — is incompatible 
with human responsibility. On the former hypothesis 
1 human action is only one of a series of natural effects, 
for which it would be as absurd to hold the agent 
accountable as it would be to hold the sun accountable 
for heat or the clouds for rain. On the latter suppo- 
iition acts of choice are" traced to an abstract force or 
mtity, conceived of as without organic relation *10 the 
concrete self or personality who alone can be the 
subject of moral censure or approval.* 

On the other hand, looked at as in process of forma- 
tion or growth, character must be conceived of as 
determined by volition. As already pointed cht,t our 
habits of conduct are the result of an indefinite 
multitude of past actions, which in the first instance 
were voluntary. If any one objects to this account, 
whereby he S asked to conceive of character, as at once 
determining anef determined by the will, we shall best 
answer by pointing out that this apparent contradicTdon 
is not peculiar to the relation of character and the 
individual act : it is ^mply a law of growth generally. 
The life of a plant furnishes us witl^'" an ^analogous 

r ^ 

* On the subject of responsibility, see Alexander, op. cii., pp. 333 
foil. ; Bradley, op. cit ., Essay I. ; Dewey, 6 utlmesof Ethics, p. 160. 

t § r6 and n. 
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inst&ce. At any moment of its growth the p lant 
determined by its previous state ; while, on the other 
hand, the new shoot (which corresponds to the volitional 
act) reacts upon and changes, or, in other’ words, deter- 
mines, »the future growth of the parent plant. Ive 
must, however, remember that, while in the plant the 
determining and the determined are unconscious of 
themselves as suchfaman (and herein lies his freedcjm) 
is conscious of himself as at once determining ^nd 
determined by his character.* 

$ 21. la Motive or Conaegnent the Ssaential Element 
in Conduct as the Object of Moral Judgment 

There still re^mains a serious diflicully in connection 
with the above account of the object of moral judgment. 
The object of moral judgment, it has been said, is Con- 
dbu*;- rJmt cumihu; amrjulTig'droar lAifinhunr, Aaw 
aspects : it is will, and it is action; it involves an internal 
and an external factor. On the one hand, as mil it in- 
volves feeling and desire, which apin involves the idea 
of an object. On the other hand, actions obviously in- 
volve consequences : in action the will goes, so to spsal;, 
out of itself, implicates itself ini an external world, ^nd 
in realising its object produces an effect. ^Hence the 
question rises. Which of these factors is the important 
one? Is conduct judged to be good on bad in respect 
of tlfb feelings and desires involved in the volition, Of in 
respect to the consequences which are involved in the 
action? The controversy has bftcome historic, sC)tne 
philosopher,? maiptaimng that the rightness or wronpiess 
of an action -xlepervds upon the moirn, others upon the 

* For difCUBsioa of the sense in which character can be taheh os 
fixed, see Bradley, op. rff., Essay I., Note B. 
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consequences. On the one hand J. S. Mill asserts, “'‘Phe 
motive has nothing to do with the morality of the act.”* 
Ofi the other it is maintained that “the rightness or 
wrongness oS an act depends very much upon the 
motive for which it is done.”t • 

The question cannot be fully answered at thi^ stage 
of our investigation. The answer to it clearly depends 
in part upon our conclusions as tcx the kind of conse- 
quences which we shall agree to call good, i.e.^ upon 
the answer we give to the question, AVhat is the 
“standard” of moral judgment? which will be tfie 
subject discussed in future chapters. Meantime it may 
be observed that much of the difficulty turns on the 
ambiguity of tbe word motive, upon^ which, in its 
relation to conduct, we'are now in a position to throw 
some light.| 


§ 22. Ileaning of Motive. 

It will be generally agreed that the motive is that 
which moves the >vill. It may therefore be lOoked for 
in- one or other of the conditions which we found on 
analysis are implied in any act of will. These con- 
ditions are phiefly two— feeling and desire. In which of 
these are we to look for motive ? (i) Some have said in 
feeling, -and there is a sense in which it must be admitted 
that feeling is the moving spring of action. It is certain 
that there is no voluntary action which is not preceded 
r r 

* Though it has much to do with our eslhnate of the actor. 
See VtSUariamsm, ch. ii. ; AtiloHografhy,'iiii.n. (pp.'so foil.), 
t See Butler’s Dissertations II. (Bohn p. s'Jd). ' 
t For an early and acute discussion of this problem in its modern 
form, see Godwin’s Political fustice, Bk. II., ch. iv. 
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^by feeling. lotting aside the element of pain involved ■ 
’in all desire, and therefore in volition, it is clear that 
the pleasure-seeker must have a feeling of pleasure in 
the thought of a future pleasure before ho can be moved 
to pursue it. Similarly the benevolent man must feel 
pleasure in the thought of other people’s hapifiness, the 
scientific man in the thought of the truth to be dis- 
covered, before thO will of either can be set in motion. 
But it is no less clear that this feeling cannot be the motive 
oT an action in the sense required. For whatever else a 
motive is, it is, agreed by all that it implies an end or 
aim representing something that is to be realised, e.g., a 
future pleasure to ourselves, a good to others, or a truth 
to be discovered, and not merely something that is 
already realised, as is the feejing in question. This may 
be otllerwise expressed by saying that, while feeling as 
an element in desire piay be said to be the efficient 
cause of action, a motive is generally admitted to imply 
a reference to a final cause. Moreover, it is to be 
observed in connection with the question placed at the 
head ofthe preceding section *hat feeling, in the sen se 
j ust explain ed, has in itself and as feeling no _mqral 
q ualities whatsoever . It is only in virtue of its c onnec- 
tion with certain objects that it acq u ires such, a ^quality. 
Thus the feeling of pleasure in the thought of a pleasure 
is as a feeling neither good nor bad. Its moral quality 
depends wholly on the kind of pleasure which is thought 
of. Similarly the feeling of pleasure at the thought of, 
a particular act of well-doing or a particular scientific 
investigatipn has upon its own right no moral superiority 
over any other feiling. It on ly derives it s ri ght to moral 
approbation from tile object which kindles it j in other 
words, ’from the end of^ami towards which the desire 
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of which It is an element is directed,* (2) May we then^ 
look for the motive in the desire? It is clear that it 
cai^not be simply the desire. Desire itself is said to be 
"moved,” and,' as we have seen, it is moved by the idea 
of an object ; it is, in fact, that projection of the feeling 
self towards an object not yet attained which is the con- 
dition of volition, {3) Is then this idea of the object the 
real motive of the action ? In a sense'll is, but a question 
might still be asked, Is this idea of a desired object a 
motive before the will has chosen it, or only after the ivin 
has identified itself with the object and ^een “ moved ” 
by it ? By some motive has been taken, in the former 
sense, to mean the idea of any object presented to the 
mind as desirable, Poptijar language would seem to sanc- 
tion this usage when it speaks of “a conflict of motives,” 
as though several ideas were fighting for mastery.' But 
seeing that the motive is that wh>ch moves, and the will 
is not moved until it chooses, it seems more correct to 
1 define motive finally as the idea of the object which, through 
j congruUy with the character cf the self moves the willPt 

• It might be said (^^a^t^nea^ seems to say so, Typts of Ethical 
Tbtiry, Part II,, Book II,, ch, vi., § i) that malevolence is a. feeling 
whicli is unconditionally bad. But malevolence is more than a feel- 
ing. It is, as the word indicates, a "desire for evil” to another. 
On the whole fubjcct of the relation between feeling and motive, 
sec Dewey, op. eit., pp. 5, 6, 7, 10, 108. Also below, p. no, and 
the ivords there citcQ. 

t On the subject of motive, see Green, op, eit.. Book II., cS, i., 
pp. 90 foil. The view in the text has been criticis'ed as though it 
implied that an idea can move to action apart from any felt interest 
in it— a mist.-tkc which it is pointed out w-as dealt ,\vith by Aristotle, 
who rightly maintains tliat the mere conception of anrend cannot 
be a motive (Sidroia airii oiOhr aril dXV tj loaa roOf xal srpaxTiK^, 
EihUs, VI., ii., § 5). I do not, however, admit that the statement 
in the text involves this fallacj', and regard my own view as in sub- 
stantial agreement with that of Aristotle. 
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§,23. Motive and Intention. 

Further to clear the ground of preliminary difficulties 
which beset the question of the relation o^ motive aijd 
consequent to one another and to moraI'’judgment, i^e 
must clearly distinguish between motive and intention, 
Bentham formulated this distinction by defining motive 
as that for the sake of which an action is done ; whereas 
the intention inclufles both that for the sake of which, 
and that in spite of which, anything is done. Intention 
ij thus wider than motive. The former may be said 
to include the latter, but not vice versa. For while t^e 
end or consequent fo r th e sake o f which the actiotTl^ 
done is , of course, intended, it is only part of the in- 
tention, and is> sometimes distinguished from the other 
• part as the “ ultimate mten tigg.” On the other hand, the 
consequence of the intermediate~Ttet)s or the means 

j adqpted. though jart cf the intention, are not .part of 
the motiv fc Thus the father who punishes his child is 
said to intend the child’s good. The good of the child 
is the njolive. But he also intends to cause the child 
pain j the pain, however, though it is part of the inten- 
tion, cannot in any sense be called the motive or reaE»)n 
why he punished him. Or take the case of the m^ 
who sells his coat to buy a loaf of bread. His motive 
is to buy the bread. It is also part of his intention to 
do so. It is part of his intention also to part with his 
coat, but this cannot in any intelligible sense be said to 
be the motive of his conduct. 

xt e 

§ 2t. Bearing TjfBesults on Question between Motive 
’ , ■ and Coirnequent. 

If we now revert to the question with which \ve 
started we per<>»ive that the antithesis upon which the 
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controversy turns is in reality a false on?. Motive and 
consequent are not really opposed to one another in 
thC manner supposed. The motive is the ultimate con- 
sequent as apprehended and willed. It is accordingly 
indifferent whether we say that the motive or the con- 
sequent 'is the object of moral judgment, so long as 
we understand what wc are speaWng aliout. Thus we 
may say that an act is good because the motive is 
good j but we shall be careful to note that by motive 
we mcan^ not a mere feeling, but the end with which 
the will identifies itself in the action, and by so doing 
reveals its character. On the other hand, wc may say 
that it is the consequences which give mor.il character 
to the act ; but again wc shall be carcfql to note that 
this is true only if by consequences wc mean, first, 
consequences as preconceived, /.r., as intended, and, 
secondly, those of the intended qonsequences for the sake 
of which the act is done, r'e., the idea of whidr is the 
final cause of the act. A man cannot be held respon; 
sible^or consequences which he did not foresee, c.vccpt 
in so far as he. is , responsible for not forcscer.ig them. 
Npr is he to be judged good or bad on the ground 'of 
that part of the consequences which was his intention 
merely, and not his motive. So judged, the regicide for 
the cause of freedom would be condemned, the tyrant 
who saved a victim from drowning to bum him at the 
stake would be justified. Only when wc have t.akcn'into 
account the act as a whole, and answered the questions, 

(1] ^ whether the consequences as a whole arc good or bad, 

(2) whether these consequences weqe tlvi end aimed at, 
have we a right to found our moral judgnents 'jpon them.* 

* It tins been .-iaid that most of the great liistoric coi^lrovcr-sics 
have turned oh the ambiguity of words. The present seems an 
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*§ 25. Will and Motive. 

As a further consequence of our definition of motive 
it will be seen that what was said in a previous section 
on the relation between will and desire applies, mutatis 
mutandis, to the relation between will and motive. Since 
motivfi is the idea of the wider object desired, and since 
the object desired ^depends upon the character of the 
self that desires, the same may be said of the motive. 
This is (sometimes expressed by saying that a man “ con- 
stitutes ” his own motive. And this is true in the, sense 
that the motive Is not to be conceived of as external to 
the will, or as something that acts upon or appeals to it 
firam without The mind and will of a man are already 
expressed in his motives, so that in being determined 
by them he is in strict sense determined by himself. 
Hence we may pass from judgment on a man’s conduct 
• 

instance in point. After making the distinction between motive and 
intention (JUtUitarianism, ch. ii., n.) Mill goes on to maintain that, 
while the motive has nothing to do with the morality of an action, 
the intentjpn certainly has. But, on looking closer, we find that he 
means by intention what the agent wills to do” which, taken in 
the narrower sense of the ultimate intention explained, is precisely 
what we have seen to be the proper meaning of motive. From this 
he distinguishes motive as “ the feeling which makes him ivill so 
to do,” which is precisely what we have said motivg ought not to 
mean ; for the feeling, as feeling, has no moral quality whatsoever. 
Mill’s opponents {e^., Martineau, see Types of Ethical Theory, 
p. nyq) use the words in the same sense as he does, but are certainly 
wrong in maintaining that the motive conceived of as a feeling or 
affection is t^at which is primarily the object of moral judgment. 
For a classical statement of the true rdrtion of motive and coijse- 
quent — the inward' a^d the ouhraid in conduct — see Logic of Hegel, 
Wallace’s Eng.* Jr., pp.*2ig-22i; and for the further discusdonof 
the question raised in the text, and of other difficulties that rise ont 
of it. Green, op. eit., Boot IV., ch. i., init. ; Mackenzie, op. cit., 
pp. 34-46.’ 
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and character to judgment upon his motive, for in (foing 
so we do not pass from judgment upon will to judgmeift 
upon something foreign to it In judging a man's motive 
to be bad, *w g pass condemnation on the character o r* 
habit of wiil for being su^ That jhis coul d be ap motive 

foTtr'"''" 

- § 26. Summaiy. 

n 

Returning from the discussion of these difficulties, we 
may sum up the conclusions arrived at in this chapter, cso 
far as tbey are important for our main investigation. The 
object of moral judgment is Conduct, t.e., voluntary action. 
The Volition, or act of Will, which is the distinctive mark 
' of conduct, may be defined as the movement of the Self 
I towards the realisation of an object, conceived of, as a state 
j of its own being, as well-'being or as good. Judgment 
* on -conduct may therefore, with equal justice, be said 
to be judgment upon will, or' upon the self which is 
expressed in the act of will. As, moreover. Character, . 
properly understood, is simply the general habit of will 
determining it in its particular actions, moral, jcdgments 
attach with equal propriety to character. Finally, the 
Motive of an action is not, as commonly supposed, the 
feeh'ng (which, though undoubtedly present in every act 
of will, has" as feeling no moral quality), but the idea 
of the object in which the self is moved to look for 
satisfaction. Hence, as organically related to the self 
(being, in fact, only possible as a motive to a self of such 
and such a characte^, the motive is also with justice 
regarded as a proper 'object of Moral Jadgment, 



CHAPTER n. 

*XHE STANDARD OF MORAL JUDGMENT— MORAL LAW. 

§ 27. The Two General Forms of Moral Judgment 

If, in seeking for the standard of moral judgment, we 
start with an analysis of its form, we perceive at once 
that this is twofold. On tlie one hand we speak of 
conduct as “right” or “wrong," and on the other as 
“ good ’’ or “ bad.” And these two forms seem to imply 
different standards. Looked at from the side of its ety- 
mology, right is connected with Lat. rectus = “straight ’’ 
or “accSsding to rule.”* Similarly the word in Greek 
most nearly corresponding to right. Atm; (Dik§), with tjje 
adj. SiKttios (dikaios) and the adv. 8iici}v (diken = in early 
Greek simply "according to rule ”), is connected with the 
root die, to point, or direct. On the other hand, good, 
Gssm.gut, is connected with the soot gath, found in Gr. 
dya^s (agathos),+ and meaning serviceable or valuable 
for an end. 

Similarly we have a circle of lyords referring to Jhe 
phenomena of J the. moral life, and bearing obvious 

Cf. JUS and /r/to,Ttom yu (the root also of ^ciysvia and iupmi), 
to bi d. , 

t Cp.fr<gi. 


s 
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affinity to one or other of these fupdamental ideas. 
On the one hand we have the vocabulary of right • 
‘®duty,” th^t which is owed or which we are bound to do; 
“obligation,”' that which binds us; “ought” or owed; 
“responsibility,” or answerableness, as before* a legal 
tribunal,' etc. On the other hand we have the ^rocabu- 
lary of goodness or fitness for an end : c-g-, in “ virtue,” 
the quality of fitness in a nian^ corresponding to Gr. 
dper^ (arete), from root ar, found in apapUcKw (ararisco), 
to fit or join together ; “ worth,” or value for an end, %c. 

§ 28. Whicli of these is Prior ? 

There thus seem to be two standards, or at any rate 
two different ways of conceiving of the”^ same standard, 
that of a law and that of in end ; and the question may 
be raised. Which of these is prior, and what is their 
relation to one another? ‘The answer is that while 
the conception of end, as we shall hereafter see, is prior 
in importance, being that on ■which the other rests, yet 
the conception of law comes first in time. ^ Whether 
we look at the individual or the nation, we find that 
the earliest idea of morality is of a species of conduct 
which is imposed upon us by a law.*^ Thus each of us, 
at his first introduction into the world, finds himself in 

* This, of course, does not prevent us from admitting that at 
the outset moral and political laws must have been recognised ns 
serving some social utility. Cp. Green's Froltgcmena to Ethics, 
Book HI., ch. iii. : ** There is an idea which equally underlies the 
crCicepfion both of morarduty and legal right ; which is prior, so 
to speak, to the distinction between them.; winch roust have been 
at work in the minds of men before they cou'd be or.pable of recog- 
nising any kind of action as one that ought to be done. . . . This is 
the idea of a common good.” This is true even of religious prac- 
tices. T’heir claim to respect must in the first instance have been 
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tfie presence of a law whidi he is conscious he did not 
make, and which seems to require from him an unc<p- 
ditional obedience. The same is true of nations. The 
first idea of morality is of obedience to law. Nor is this 
idea confined to the primitive stages in a nation’s de- 
velopnfent. Probably the prevalent idea among the vast 
majority of the inhabitants of civilised countries, at the 
present day, is that morality consists in doing what is 
ri^ht, or what is in accordance with a law laid down for 
human guidance by a Superior Will. Now while, as we 
shall see, there £ a sense in which morality consists in 
obedience to an authoritative law, yet our first step ipust 
be to examine this popular notion as an account of the 
ultimate nature\)f the stand'"’ "■''moral judgment. 


§ 23. tniree Stages in Heflective Analysis. 

In doing so we shall find that there are three clearly 
marked stages of reflective analysis, representing respect- 
ively the,degree in which the human mind, in reflecting 
upon the'’ contents of morality, has been able to rest 
satisfied with this primitive conception, (i) In moTe 
primitive times, and among individuals at a later stage 
of develppment who have not outgrown primitive notio“s> 
the law is conceived of as external, (z) At a later 

their ser\’iceableness. Cf. Sir Alfred LyaJl’s Asiatic Studies, p. S^i 
“It will almost always be found that they [religious pracd^s] 
ate really founded upon some selfish ij^atetial interest^ and jre 
not, as they are uijially supposed to be merely whimsical siiper- 
stitions as to What vMl please the gods or as to what is tight and 
proper.” But if remaiifc true that this origin is very soon forgotten : 
the law becomes, as it weit, fossiUsetl, and, resisting the forces that 
might hav^ adapted it to new circumstances, is har.ded down aS an 
unchangeable system of divinely given commandments. 
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period, Tvhen reflection has shown this notion to be un- 
tenable, it is sought to supplement the defects of the 
traditional code, and to free the individual from bondage 
to an external authori^’, by appealing to the internal law 
of conscience. (3) MTiDe at a later stage still these two 
forms of “legal” morality come to be recognised by 
reflection as unable to bear the light of criticism, and 
give way to a new conception altogether, whereby the 
law is seen to be related to an end, which as intrinsically 
good and desirable determines ultimately our judgments 
of good and bad, and through them of Tight and wrong. 
■\Ve cannot do better, at this stage in our analysis, than 
avail ourselves of the help afibrded by observing the 
course which, as a matter of fact, man's reflections on the 
nature and contents of themoral law have tended to take. 

§ 30. (l)llIorslity as Obedience Jto Esternnl Iiavr. 

The defects revealed by reflection, when it comes to 
react upon merely traditional codes which are conceived 
of as “given,” are chiefly these : — 

(a) SuA codes are foun d to c ontain elements which, 
though they "are~commonly regarded as of co-o rdinat e 
authoriV, are c lea rly of unequal importance. Thus cere- 
monial are^ound up with moraT injunctions, moral and 
religious with political. A notable e.vample of the former 
confusion and its subsequent correction is to be found in 
thehistoiy of the Jews. The burdensome ceremonial legis- 
lation which had been insisted upon by the traditionalist 
as of equal importance and sustained by the same authority 
as the moral begins in the time of Anos and Hosea,'t 

An interesting surriml is to be fouud in our oivn time in the 
Fourth Commandment 

f See Amos v. 21 folL j viu. 5 folL ; Hosea vi. 6. 
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through the forae of altered circumstances and a higher 
and more reflective moral feeling, to be recognised as 
a matter of quite secondary importance, if^not entirely 
irrelevant, to morality. In the teaching of the New 
Testament, as is well known, the ceremonial has dropped 
entirely away. As an example of the way in whicR political 
duties may come to be recognised as distinct from and 
subordinate to mor^ and religious duties, we have the 
Greek drama of Antigone. Its interest to the moral 
philosopher* lies in the feet that it marks the recog- 
nition by the writer, and the Athenian people whom he 
addresses, of the inadequacy of a merely traditional and 
aphoristic code to meet the varied demands of the moral 
life. In individual life it is unnecessary to illustrate the 
distress which the conflict b^hveen a moral command 
and political or paternal authority frequently creates in 
persons to whom moral duty has been presented solely 
or chiefly in the form of a system of external rules. 

{d) But the conflict is not confined to elements so 
obviouslif distinct as the ceremonial or political and the 
moral. Within the l aivs recognised.as_moral, contradic - 
tions n ecessarily ris e. The commandment “Thou sbalt 
not steal " may come into conflict with the commandment 
"Thou shalt do no murder,”t “Thou shall pot lie” with 
“Thou shalt do no injury to a fellow-creature.” The 
practical needs of life are sufficient to reveal this defect 
in traditional morality, though conscious reflection is 
not slow to follow and emphasise the unconscious 
criticism of changing dreumstftnees. Thus the •in- 
dustrial changra in Athens had already sapped the 
• • 

♦ See Caird’s (Blackwood), p. 6; Jebb's Antigene, Introd. 
p. xxi. • 

t See Plato’s RepubUe, § 331 and whole passage. 
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traditional code, before the criticism ^of the sophists 
came to assist and accelerate its disintegration. 

fThere are two ways in which the would-be conservators 
of a traditional code may, under these circumstances, en- 
deavour to meet the difficulty. They may try ta stretch 
the code'so as to make it co-e.vtensivc with life. In other 
words, by inventing a system of explanations and excep- 
tions they may attempt to find a rule for ever)’ possible 
variet)’ of. circumstances. This is the method of the 
rabbis to whom we owe the minute regulations of Jevpish 
legalism. It is that which was adopted,by the Jesuits in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries with the express 
view* of maintaining the religious authority of the 
Church amid the general defection from Jts moral code. 
In this form it was mercilessly exposed^ by Pascal in his 
Frovindal Letters (1656), who in his' own way Ssserted 
in France the main position of Lutheran Protestantism 
by appealing to the inner witness of the heart against the 
sophistry of an authoritath’e and casuistical moralit)’.t 

* “They believe it," says Pascal, "for the good of religion that 
they should govern all consciences”; and he puts into rlic mouth of 
a Jesuit, as an explanation of the grand object of his society, ‘'never 
to repulse any one, let him be who he may, and so avoid driving 
oeople to despair.” 

■j For a forcible contrast between the casuistical spirit of the 
Jesuits and the Protestant conception of an inward light revealing a 
universal law see T. H. Green's lectures on the English Common- 
wealth, I. fWorlcs, Vol. III., p. 282). The modem view of cacuistry 
has been well expressed by Burke: "The place of every man 
determines his duty. Ifyou ask. Quern te Dens esse jussit? you will 
be, answered when you rrsolve this other question. Humane qua 
farte hcatus es in re f I admit, indeed, that^n morals, as in all 
things else, difficulties will sometimes occur. Dutie| will sometimes 
cross one another. Then questions will aiiU, Which of them is to 
be placed in subordination ? Which of them may be entirely super- 
seded? These doubts give rise to that part of moral science called 
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The chief theq^etic objection against the attempt to 
preserve in this way the authority of a traditional code is 
that, in the first place, it is impossible, to provide a nile 
for every conceivable comph'cation of circumstances, and 
secondly, even although it were possible to do so, and 
to beat these rules continually in mind, this ctfuld only 
mean the destruction of morality, which would thus be 
reduced to the unintelligent acceptance of authoritative 
commands. 

^Another way is to seek for one chief commandment 
among many lesser ones.* Thus the doubts and diffi- 
culties of the faithful were settled in the Christian Church 


easuislry, wbich, thotigh necessary to be well studied by those who 
would become erpert in that learning, Vho aim at becoming what, 
I think,, Cicero somewhere calls artifices efiicimm\ it requires a 
very solid and discriminating judgment, great modesty and caution 
and much sobriety of mind in the handling, else there is a danger 
that it may totally subvert those oSices which it is its object only 
to methodise and reconcile. Duties at their extreme bounds are 
drawn very line, so as to become almost evanescent. In that state 
some shadj* of doubt ivill alivays rest on these questions when they 
are pursued rvith great subtilty. But the very habit of stating these 
extreme cases is not very laudable or safe, because in general i^is 
not right to turn our duties into i.vxRAs."—AfJ>tal from Hew to Old 
Whigs (Bohn, Vol. III., p. 81). 

* On a celebrated occasion when the question, i* Which is the 
great commandment?” was raised, the misunderstanding it in- 
volved was shown by the selection in reply of one that could not 
by it» very nature be a commandment at all, being a direction to 
feel, not to act. In reality the answer went beyond the idea of law, 
and substituted for it a frindplc of action. It expressed this prin- 
ciple in subjective terms of feeling (love), but other passages sjjow 
that it was conceiv Jl also in terms of an objective end. It was " the 
Kingdom of tod " whicli "is svithin you. " The distinction belween 
Rule and Rational End corresponds to that behveen " the Law ” and 
" the Gospel,’’ between th’e ten words and the good ivoid or the word 
about tbe Good. 
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by advancing the doctrine of Passive Obedience, according 
to which the supreme duty was implicitly to accept the 
decisions of .king and pontiff as the oracles of God. The 
demand for sdch a commandment springs from a truer 
instinct,— the instinct, namely, to seek a principle of 
unity which will introduce order and snbordinarinn into 
the multiplicity of the traditional, code. So far it is 
right. It is wrong in that the prificiple that is sought 
is still an external one. It unifies by suppressing and 
destroying, not by co-ordinating and vitalising the pa?ts. 
In this rvay the doctrine just referred to meant in this 
country the suppression of the inward witness of con- 
science against untruth and injustice in favour of the 
duty of obedience to t{ie powers that be. Or, to take 
another example, the golden rule that we should love pur 
neighbour as ourselves has been referred to in the above 
note as a principle of conduct rather than a command- 
ment. But it has frequently been interpret.ed by devout 
Christians in the latter sense, and in this case it .obviously 
leaves room for conflict and contradiction between its , 
terms. Thus I have heard it seriously argiibd that it 
oCly commands us to love our neighbour as ourselves, 
the implication being that when, as often happens, a 
conflict arises between our own and our neighbour’s 
advantage, we require a further guide. The anstyer 
which is merely authoritative decides in favour of one side 
or the other, and settles the dispute by making an arbitrary 
selection of one of two apparently contradictory maxims. 
Tbe discovery, on th^ other hand, of a principle which 
rvill mediate between them, and give fiach <dts place in 
an organic system of duties, is the proble&i of rational 
ethics. 

(<■) A further difficulty is raised by reflection upon the 
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nature of the meral life itself. If, as appears according 
to the view we are considering, this consists in obediei^e 
to a law which is merely “given,” it does, not require 
much insight to see that, ho.wever august’ the authority 
upon \*’hich it rests,* this authority itself can only be 
^grounded on a force majettre. In other words, the 
interest which man takes in it can only bean indirect one, 
having been made artificially to attach to it by means of 
threatened punishments and promised rewards. But 
• wliat is this again but the destruction of morality ? For 
whatever else mflrality may be, it is universally acknow- 
ledged by all who reflect upon it to be something more 
than slavish submission to a superior will on the ground 
of its superior power.t 

• • 

§ 31. (2) The Law as Internal— Conscience. 

These difSculties it has been sought to meet by repre- 
senting the standard of moral judgment under another 
form. The law, it has been said, that constrains us in 
the field’pf conduct is not really the external law at 
all, or this only in so far as it finds a response in t1)e 
inner law of conscience. It is this inner law that is 
the authoritative court of appeal. The external law 
may contain irrelevant matter, and enjoin at times 
contradictory lines of conduct; but we are not left 
without an inward witness and guide, that is sufficient 
for all emergencies, and is the ultimate standard and test 
of moral judgments. 

• To the Creek,* Themis (Uw) was the daughter of Uranos 
(Heaven). Thwjews, «s is well known, traced their moral code to 
the legislation of Sinai. , 

t On the subject of this paragraph generally, see Ziegler’s Sodel 
Ethics, Lecture IL 
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We must therefore examine, in the second place, the 
claim of consdence to be ultimate and supreme. And 
first ire shall have to ask more particularly what is here 
meant by conscience. 

By consdence is here meant the intuitive fatuity of 
moral jfidgment, with the characteristic feeling that 
accompanies its exercise, (a) It is claimed that it is 
intuitive, r.e., it does not arrive af its results through 
any process of reasoning, but acts immediately. Acts 
of fraud and cowardice are condemned instinctivdlyj 
acts of truthfulness, courage, temperance, are as in- 
stinctively approved, (i) It is said to be underived. 
It cannot be analysed into simpler elements, being an 
ultimate fact of human nature. Hence the peculiar 
authority of its judgments,^which command our allegiance 
irrespective of all secondary considerations, such as 
interest or pleasure, (r) It is universal. It is found 
among all races, the lowest as well as the highest, 
and among all ages and classes. By this it is not, of 
course, meant that it is found among these in an equally 
developed form, any more than is the faculty of dis- 
criminating colours, or of reasoning; but that whatever 
development the faculty may or may not subsequently 
undergo, it js innate in just the same sense as are the 
faculties of sight and hearing, and just as universal as 
these are in all normally constituted human beings. 

§ 32, Intuitionalism as an IStMcal inheoiy. 

cHistorically, as we have already seen, it was by 
appealing to the inner witness of the 5.eart,.that Pascal 
sought to recall the mind of Christendom from a 
misleading view of the nature 'and contents of the 
moral law. Pascal, however, was content 'with the 
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protest contained in his famous Letters against the 
practical evils of the Jesuit system ; and, being without 
speculative interest, failed to develop his princij^e 
of an inner witness into a reasoned systfcm of moral 
philosophy. This task was left to a later generation, 
and wap undertaken as a reply, not to the tasuistry 
of the Jesuits, but to the attempt of the English 
philosopher Thomas*Hobbes (1588 — 1679) to dispense 
with the aid of any innate principle of right and 
wrAig, and to found morality on the purely natural 
instinct of self-leve. A review of the various forms 
assumed by the ethical theory which thus came into 
existence and has since been known as Intuitionalism 
would be impossible within the limits of this handbook. 
Some idea of the succession of writers who have 
develop&d it, froth Shaftesbury and Butler at the 
beginning of the eighteenth century to Dr. James 
Martineau in the present day, may be gathered from 
the bibliography which is appended to it. I must 
here content myself with pointing out that J. S. 
Mill's description of this theory as that “ which reigns 
supreme wherever the idolatry of Scripture texts has 
abated and the influence of Bentham’s philosophy has 
not yet reached”* represents the general truth' 
emphasised in this chapter, viz.-, that it stands midway 
between the view which identifies morality with 
obedibnce to a code of commandments received by 
tradition and the view which seeks to find in it the 
expression of some intelligible principle. The value /)f 
the doctrin^.as Jtlill, rightly apprehends, consists in the 
first instance* in its being a reaction against the first 

superficial view of the* origin of moral judgment Mill, 

• 

• Essay on Ccmte and Penttvum, p. 71. 
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however, fails to notice the other claim which, as 
w^e have seen, this theory has upon our notice, viz., 
tiiat in its,,immediate origin it comes before us as a 
vigorous protest against the attempt to identify morality 
with any form of egoism, however refined.” Being 
himself "^still under the influence, as we shall see 
hereafter, of the line of thought which English 
philosophy has inherited from feobbes. Mill could 
hardly be expected to find any merit in such a protest. 
Were I writing a history of English Ethics it woulrf Jje 
necessary to take note of the defects aJid contradictions 
that characterise the various forms it has assumed.* 

Thus it would have to be pointed out that the two leading 
representatives of tins schqol in England, Bishop Butler and Dr. 
James Martineau, exhibit opposite merits and opposite defects. 
Butler, whose psychology is much in advance of his tinte, rightly 
perceives that atfections ought not to be distinguished as selfish 
and unselfish, or made the object of moral judgment in any proper 
sense at all apart from the objects (wealth, power, happiness of 
others, etc.) to which they .attach and which give them their 
moral quality. (See, t.g., Stnnon VI//,, init.). On the other 
hand Butler fails t6 maintain the intuitional point of viCw through- 
out, and even admits that the suggestions of rea5onaI>le self-love, 
i^ich takes into account the rewards decreed by the Deity in 
a. future life for those who keep His revealed' commandments, 
may be accepted as a working substitute for the voice of 
conscience. fSee Sermon III,, fin.) Dr. Martinean, on the other 
hand, consistently refn 5 e s,_to.. co mpromis e th e disinterestednes s 
of actions prescribed by conscience by admitting considerations 
deriye d..fFom the natu rff_g£_the object or ■ cons equence s in any 
forna . It may, however, be questioned whether this etljic^ 
ctmsistency is not purchased at the expense of psychological accuracy. 
For when we come to Dr. Martineau’s acconpt of the actual judg- 
ments of conscience we find it maintained, in opjihsition to Butler and 
the analysis on p. 59 above, that these areimtaediatfpronounceirients 
on the relative value of feelings, affections, or “springs of action,’’ 
avithont reference to the objects to which they attach. XSee Types 
of Ethical Theory, Part II., Book L) 
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It must be aifScient here to consider objections 
which may be urged against this point of view 
generally, as it comes before us in the popular thou^t 
of our own time. • * 

§ SSa Mistaken Objection to Intnitionalisf View. 

In criticising this,»which is known as the Intuitionalist 
view of the standard of moral judgment, it is important 
not to mistake our ground. Thus we must put aside as 
irrelevant an argument that is frequently brought apinst 
it, viz., that the judgments of conscience do not possess 
that easily recognisable character which this theory 
attributes to them. They may easily be mistaken, it* is 
argued, for various less dignified* judgments 'ai^ feelin gs 
Thus, conscience is frequentl? not distinguishabl e from 
mere sense of propriety, reve r ence for custom, or fear of 
committing an offence apinst etiquette.* But th i s doe s 
not seem to be true . An appeal to consciousness seems 
to reveal a clearly distinguishable line of demarcation 
between ■»^the two phenomena, failure to distinguish 
which is as much a matter of intellectual as of moral 
obtuseness.t 

There are, however, insurmountable difficulties in 

• 

* "You ride using another man’s season ticket, or you tell a 
white lie, or speak an unkind word ; and conscience, if a little used 
to such things, never ivinces. But you bow to the svrong man in the 
street, or you mispronounce a word, or you tip over a glass of water, 
and then yon agonise about your shortcoming all day long; yes, 
from time to time for weeks. Such an ftnpartial judge is the feeding 
of what you^pughj* to,have done.” — Royce's Seligious Asfcct of 

JPhihsophy, pp^3, 54^ . ^ c 

^ The case, of course, of survivals such as that menboned p. So 
in which whut has come to be a mere conventiou is still mittaieii 
for a moral obligation, i.s difierent. 
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accepting this theory as a final account ‘tof the standard 
ojf moral judgment, and these I must now proceed to 
state. As a preliminary it is necessary to go a step ^ 
further than*^I have hitherto done in the analysis of 
conscience. 

f* 


§ 34. Elements in Conscience. 

It is clear, when we reflect upon it, that consciejnce 
involves at least two distinguishable elements, (n) There 
is an intellectual element. Conscienfle is a faculty of 
judgment. Nor is this judgment merely logical. It is no t 
merely a judg n^^jif.fact. It is also judicial. It is a 
j udgment upon f act. This judicial attitude of conscience 
is a- prominent charactewstic of it. , Conscience in its 
usual manifestations seems to be engaged in a species 
of judicial investigation. Older writers delighted in 
this metaphor, which they worked out to show' that, as 
common language seems to imply, conscience is at once 
lawgiver, accuser, witness, and judge. Conscience, it is r 
said, “ comm ands.” conscience " a ccuses ,” conscience 
“^bears_witness," conscience “acquits ” or " condemns.” 
They might have added, as we shall immediately see, 
that it is also execution er, seeing that ’it punishes with 
“stings.” peculiar to it. So prominent is this function 
of judging, that by some it has been held to ^je its 
chief or only one. It is tliought to be in a peculiar 
sense the voice of reason, and has been elevated into 
thfe position of a special faculty, whicji under the name 
of the moral faculty, or the faculty of ‘tnofal judgment, 
had a prominent place assigned tS it ui the older 
text-books, {p) It is clear, how’ever, that this is not 
the only element, or perhaps the most distinctive. It 
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is as involving* a characteristic J&elt/i£; that the judg- 
ments of conscience come most home to us. This is 
especially marked, as is to be expected, ig judgmen’ts 
upon past conduct, — the feeling of remorse, as is well 
known," being one of the most violent of human emo- 
tions. -iHence some writers have gone to the* opposite 
extreme from those who would exclude feeling altogether, 
and claimed for conscience that it is wholly a matter of 
emotion.* This view seems to gain some support from 
popular language, which substitutes “moral sentiment” 
and “ moral feeling ” for conscience, and endows them 
with all the judicial attributes which we have seen to 
belong to the latter. That this view , involves the in- 
accurate use of language is obvipus, inasmuch as feeling 
may emphasise and, in the metaphorical sense referred 
to above, give effect to the judgments of conscience, 
but as feeling it is dumb and cannot pronounce them. 
Nevertheless the side of the phenomena of conscience 
which is here emphasised is a true and important one.t 

§ 30. Defects of Conscience as Ultimate Standard. 

• 

(a) Thej km enls of feelwz^nd_m dment may stand 
in coiiiradic/ion to me atu dba. Returning once mofe'to 
the criticism of the Intuitionalist theory, we may state 
the first difficulty thus : So long as the hvo elements 
of ccftiscience just described are in harmony with one 

* “The approbation of praise and blame cannot,” says Hume, 
(/ttjuity cenuniiiig Prineiflts of MorSts, § i), "be tbe work'of 
judgment, but, of the heart, and is not n speculative proposition or 
afiinnation, but an actilje feeling or sentiment. 

t On tlie general subjeft of conscience, see Alexander, op. cit. 
pp. 153 foil . : Dewey, op. tit., pp. 183 foil. Also bdow, pp. 234 
foil., and authorities there dted. 
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another,— so long, that is, as the appropriate feeling 
accompanies the intellectual approval or condemnaticfn 
k an act,— little practical difficulty may arise in the 
conduct of "liTe. But suppose, as is frequently the case, 
that reason approves of a line of conduct whid?. yet, on 
being chosen, is accompanied by a feeling bearing a close 
resemblance to remorse. How are we to explain such 
a conflict? and which of the conflicting elements must 
we follow ? * Psychologically, the explanation is simple 
enough. It is that feeling is the conservative element 
in human life. In the present case it 9ontinues to att&h 
to certain lines of conduct in the form of remorse, or, as 
we say, " qualms " of conscience, even after reason, the 
. radical and revolutionary element in life,, has pronounced 
in tjieir favour as moralljj^ innocentt The ethical ques- 
tion, however, still remains. Which df these elements has 
the more authoritative claim upon us? Whatever our 
answer to this may be (whether we take oiir stand upon 
the instinctive feeling, or upon the rational judgment), 
we shall have to go further, and, seek for a reason'^for 
our preference in the ultimate nature of conrfience, ».&, ' 
we shall have to seek a standard of judgment as between 
the elements of conscience itself.? 

* The rea&r will supply instances for himself. The contradiction 
between reason and feeling which some of us will recollect, when 
first we permitted ourselves to take a row or attend a concert on 
Sunday, is a good example from contemporary life. ^ 

f Another instance is the feeling that continues to keep us attached 
to institutions after we know them to bp useiess, or to individuals 
after they have ceased to Tnerit our regard. 

X Shaftesbury acknowledges this when Jie dclmit^ in an interesting 
passage, the possibility of disturbing and iinpairin^me natural sense 
of right and wrong— e.^;, by an immora], religion— and inconsistently 
proposes as a counteractive a high ideal of "the good pf onr species 
or public ." — Inquiry conctniing Virtue, I. 3, § 2. 
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'{p) Relativtty^f judgments. But secondly, mthin the 
field of the element of conscience which we described 
as judgment, serious difficulties present themselvrS 
^yhat , it may be asked, are these JudgaTents ? The 
common answer is, that they renresent-the g ene^y 
recogniged principles of rieht- and wrong : as that lying, 
cheating, unchastity are to be reprobated; truthfulness, 
honesty, temperance* are subjects of approbation. In 
other words it is the “middle axioms”* which are 
intaitively discerned. But if this is so, what becomes 
of the universality which rve saw above is claimed on 
behalf of the judgments-of conscience ? jnsfeacTof the 
universal ag reement on the mainTines of mo^ obligation 
which the theoty demands, we find a perfect cEam 'of" 
contradictory principles at various times and in vapous _ 
places, t'and~the stan da rd orngSf and wrong is stil l to_ 
seeE T \ 

If it be sought to meet this difficulty by giving a 
difierent answer to our question, and maintaining with 
some that " though undoubtedly men differ in different 
ages and countries as to what they judge to be right 
and wrong, yet they are all agreed as to the fact that 
there is a right and a wrong, and this is what is de- 
clared to be innate," this is to give up the whole position. 
For it amounts to the assertion that we know intuitively 
that there is a standard, but that intuition is helpless to 
tell us what the standard is. 

* tYhat Aristotle calls the major premise of the practical syllo- 
gism: “A.11 lying jS wrong”; the completed argument being, 

“ This would 3e a lie, the’refore this is wrong.” 

t See the classical froof that there are “no innate practical 
principles.”— Locke’s Ess^ concerning Human Understanding, 
Book I., cb^ iii., and Book V, ch. ii., below. 
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If, finally, it be said that what is iptuitively appre- 
hended is not right and wrong as such, but the true enU 
o? human life, we have passed to a new theory altogether. 
We have pafsed from the theory that the standard of 
moral judgment is ultimately to be conceived of as a Law, 
and we Bave stibstituted for it a theory of the Epd. In 
this form Intuitionalism can no longer maintain itself as 
. an independent theory. For whatever end we suppose 
thus to be intuitively revealed, the task of ethics is still 
before us, viz., to show that moral judgments do notfest 
on a number of isolated intuitions, but are organically 
related to an end or good. On the other hand, on any 
theory of the end, we may very well admit that its 
worthiness is intuitively, discerned, in the sense that' it is 
the necessary postulate o^ morality, and is not in the last 
resort susceptible of other proof.* " ' 

(r) The authority of tht law still external. In discussing 
the conception of morality as obedience to e.xternal law, 
we saw that difficulties rose, not only from the demand 

* For an acute discussion of different interpretations fhat may be 
put on the intuitionalist doctrine, see Sidgtvick’s MetMSs of Ethics, 
Book I., ch. viii. Professor Sidgwick regards happiness os the 
supreme end (Book III., ch. xiv., § 2), and thus claims to be a 
Utilitarian. With the utilitarian point of ■view, however, he unites 
elements drawn from intuitional and theological ethics. Thus he 
maintains that, while in virtue of the constitution of our sensitive 
nature, agreeable and satisfied consdousness is the only ultimate 
standard of the value of actions, it is reason or intuitiCn that 
informs us that another’s happiness is of equal value with our own 
(fbid,, ch. xiii. and cp. p. 1 13 below}. When again he comes to discuss 
th% question of the coincidence between virtue and happiness he 
seems to find ultimate support for the claims'nf cqtjjsdence against 
the suggestions of egoism in the convictioipof a divinely appointed 
moral order (Book IV., cb. vi.). As,he takes too little care to 
combine these different points of view in a qrstematic whole, his 
theory does not entirely escape the reproach of eclecticism. 
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forced upon uj, both practically and theoretically, to 
find some principle of unity in the particular injunctions 
of which it consists, but also from the consideratien 
of the nature of its authority. If the ^aw is merely 
externai, it can only be recognised by man in virtue 
of its sanctions, that is, the pains and penalties which 
are decreed by another as the price of disobedience; 
and this vras seen td be the destruction of morality, and 
the substitution for it of a long-sighted prudence. To 
niat this objection it was suggested that the law is not 
merely external, but is the voice of conscience. This led 
us into some account of conscnence, with the result that 
its injunctions have been seen to lie just as much outside 
one another as those of external law, and therefore leave 
us with our explanation or pritraple of unity still to seek. 

We hhve now, therefore, to ask, in the third place, with 
reference to the authority of the law on the intuitional 
theory, whether it has really been, made internal by 
being called the law of conscience? To be “internal” 
in the sense demanded, the law must be seen to be really 
our rw», not merely the law of some part of us. If it is 
the law of a part only, it is still external to the self, and 
obedience to it on the part of the self is, after all, 
obedience to something which is external. Our question, 
therefore, resolves itself into this : Is conscience, on this 
theory, the name for the whole self, judging and feeling 
in a Articular way, or is it only a part, connected indeed 
with the self in that it inhabits the same body, yet to all 
intents and purposes a stranger thsre ? 

Now our^final\)bjection to the theory that we must 
rest content in ethics with the intuitions of conscience 
is that, as commonly Snaintained, it leaves the law still 
external m the sense just explained. Conscience is not 
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explained, as on any true theory it mus^ be, as the self 
judging of its own acts;* but (as the very phraseology cff 
tlfe intuitional theory implies) as a special faculty. ' It is 
the “ Faculty^f Moral Judgment,”— an innate and inex- 
plicable power of moral disaimination, sitting ap!^ from 
the rest 6f human consciousness, like the priestess in the 
oracle at Delphi, and authoritatively imposing its decrees 
upon the human will. The whole conception may easily 
be shown in psychology t to be contrary to the teaching 
of science j it is now seen to contradict the presuppo- 
sition implied in the whole vocabulary of moral praise 
and blame, viz., that moriity is free obedience to a self- 
imposed law. 

r • 

§ 86. (8) Morality as determined by End. 

•» t 

It is indeed possible to correct this theory so as to meet 
the demand made upon it in the last paragraph. It may 
' be said that conscience is the whole or true self claiming 
to legislate for the parts. Its daim is the claim of the self 
as a conscious and rational being, to judge anytparticular < 
manifestation of itself in voluntary action. Its voice is the 
voice of the true self, or of the self as a whole, which, as 
addressed to the false or partial self of particular desires 
and passions, rightfully assumes the tone of command, 
and has built up in connection with the varied circum- 
stances and desires of life that system of authoritative 
commandments known as the moral law. Morality con- 
sists in obeying this voice. Man’s freedom just means 

c c — ■ — — — — 

• See below, p. 238. 

t The human mind cannot be treated, as^jn the d^er text-books, 
as an aggregate of “faculties.” The elepents of mind, viz., feeling 
thought, will, etc., are rdated to one another in a dos^ and more 
oiganic way than this mode of conceiving them represents. 
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his power of bm'ng moral, i.e., of obe ying the impprativc 
of reason or of hisjruejelf. But, in making this correc- 
tion, it is clear that we have passed beyond tlje conception 
of the standard as Law, and substituted in its place the 
ideal of an End. There is indeed a moral law which is 
authoritative and supreme; but it is now seen ’to be so 
not by indefeasible right of its own, but in virtue of its 
relation to the true self, as the End which man, qud 
m.in, seeks to realise. 

^The following books will be occupied with the further 
definition- of the end which is the standard of moral 
judgment. Meantime we may conclude this part of the 
discussion by noting some of the general characteristics 
of this end, as •these flow from ^he conclusions already 
reached, and may prove usefij as tests both of current 
theories' about it and of the view hereafter to be set forth. 

$ .17. Gonoral Charactoristioa of the End.* 

(i) It is important to obserre that we are dealing in ,■ 
ethics with a conscious being, to whom the end is a 
possible olbjcct of desire. Hence ethics is a teleological ^ 
as opposed to an empirical science. It deals with a final 
cause or consciously conceived purpose, not merely with ^ 
an efficient cause or general' tendency of things. Closely ; 
connected with ethics, and liable to be confused with it, 
thcri^is the science of biological evolution, which shows 
how efficient causes have been at work in bringing human , 
consciousness to ■ the birth as the soil out of which , 
morality springs. , But it is a mistake to refuse, as is fre- 
quently doifC, to'rechgnise that in passing from biology 

The leraaininc portion of this cnaplcr is not essential to the 
iiiiiin argnihcnt, and may be here omitted by the student who desires 
to follow closely in its track. 



86 


Ethics 


to ethics we are passing from an empiricaf to a teleological 
sfience. The mistake is made possible by the fact tha*t 
there is a sqnse in which biology is also teleological, in 
that it deals with the tendency of organisms to adapt 
themselves to environment j and thus, through the law 
of natur^ selection, to develop forms of life which we^ 
with a reference to the end of consciousness and social 
•life, call higher. But there is an ''important difference 
between the end with which biology and the end with 
which ethics and politics deal : viz., that in the one Case 
it is worked out by beings who are unconscious of it ; 
in the other it is an end which is consciously conceived. 
To overlook this distinction, and to attempt to solve 
ethical problems by th? methods of empirical science, is 
one of the chief causes <jf confusion in working out the 
doctrine of the end. 

{2) That it is a good, and ^.fmonal good, follows from 
the fact that it is a consciously conceived end. As such 
it is an object of desire, and, as we have already seen, 
“ object of desire ” and “ personal good ” are equivalent 
terras.* This must not, of course, be taken to mean 
that the end is necessarily self-interest. We shall have 
abundant occasion hereafter to deal with this fallacy.^ 
> Meantime; jt is sufficient to warn the student against 
confusing two totally different things, viz., personal 
_ good and personal advantage. Whatever the end maj 
be — whether happiness, or .duty, or perfection— It car 
only become an object of choice to us in so far as it it 
recognised as desirable, f.e., a personal good, or good foi 
us. The difference between a selfish and up; elfish theory 

* Quidjuid pililnr pelitur sub specie bftii, 

t In addition to what tvill hereafter he said, see tjic excellent 
treatment; Dewey, ep. cii., § xxxv., and the authorities there cited. 
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of ethics is not^hat on the former the end is conceived as 
personal, on the latter as impersonal good, or as no good 
to the self at all. The difference lies in the accojht 
which they severally give of the nature anS contents of 
the pemonal good. 

(3) further follows from the fact that, as ^has been 
shown above, it is the end of the self as a whole, that it 
is intrinsically good.* It is good in itself, not as a means 
towards any further good. Other ends, such as health, 
wAlth, learning, are goods of the self under particular 
aspects ! as a physical being, as wealth-producing, truth- 
seeking; and hence are contributions or means to a 
further good. The end of man, as man, cannot con- 
tribute to anything higher.* Hence it cannot consist 
of anything which does not ^possess interest for man, 
as that* in realising which he will find his personal 
good. It cannot, for instance, be mere obedience to 
the will of God. Such obedience cannot in itself be 
an object of interest or desire. Those who represent 
, obedience to the will of God as the supreme duty 
do not suppose that it can. They tacitly assume that 
man’s 'chief end is his own happiness, and that this 
will best be secured in this world and the next by 
the course of conduct they recommend^ . The view 
really undermines morality by substituting for it a 
long-sighted prudence. It is accordingly a true in- 
tuition which makes the higher moral feeling of the 
Church now insjst that the relation of God to man is 
not that of a master imposing » law upon his servant, 
but that of^ fatlier .to his diildren : the essence of the 
latter as oppose* to the former being that a father 

Cpt Aristotle’s account of the end as self-sufficing (AfrV. Ethics, I.). 
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recognises that his claim npon the obedience of his 
children rests upon the reasonableness of the law, & 
enjoining conduct which is for their good. 

(4) It is only stating the fact of its intrinsic goodness 
in another way to say that the end is simmum^homm. 
But we'-must be careful not to mistake the meaning 
of the expression. It does not mean that the good 
can be conceived of in any sense as''a sum of particular 
goods or satisfactions. Human life does not consist 
of a number of activities, each directed from monsent 
to moment towards the satisfaction of a separate desire. 
It does not require much reflection to discover that our 
daily life, so far as we are intelligent beings, does not 
consist in the pursuit of a number of .isolated equally 
important ends, but is a.^sysUm of ends, each of which 
is more or less consciously subordinated to one' beyond 
it, until, in the case of a “’consistent” life,* we finally 
trace them all up to the aim, purpose, or final end of our 
lives. In a like sense, the good for self, as such, is not 
a mere sum of isolated satisfactions, but is the final end 
in reference to which all others have their place, and value 
arsigned to them. 

At the same time we have to avoid the mistake of 
thinking of the good as though it were the satisfaction 
of some supreme or highest principle distinct from and 
tyrannising over the desires. The supremacy which it 
exercises is not, so to speak, exercised in its own iifterest 
as separate from the interests of the particular desires. 
“ Reason,” says Aristotle, " rules the desires like a consti- 
tutional statesman,” i.e., as their reprd'sentqtive, and for 

* On the other hand, one of the most charming characteristica 
of children and of non-moral beings is th'at all their ends are equally 
important. ^ 
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the good of the^ whole, not for its own good as having an 
Tnterest separate from theirs. In other words, the srjf is 
not something different from human desires, with separ- 
ate interests of its own, but is these desires organically 
related'to one another in a system or whole. It is, on 
the onp hand, made up of them, varying from moment 
to moment as one or other of these is dominant ; on the 
other hand, it is th* principle of unity which expresses 
itself in them, dominating them and bringing them into 
that unity which we call personality. It is nothing apart 
from the desires and activities which it unifies; these, 
on the other hand, would fie mere blind instincts of 
propensities apart from that principle or organic relation 
through which .they become a sejf. Hence the good of 
the self or whole, while it is m^rc than the good of any 
of the *p.articular parts or desires, cannot be secured, 
except through the relative satisfaction of each of them.* 

§ 38. These Characteristics of the Moral Xlnd the 
Basis of commonly recognised Attributes of the 
Moral Xiaw. 

These characteristics of the end explain the peculiyi- 
ties which are commonly recognised as distinctive of 

* The conccpb'an of the Summum Bonem os a harmony or equi- 
librium of the elements of human nature comes to us from Plato. It 
may be contrasted, on the one hand, with the Hedonists' view, which 
mai:e9Cu°*f consists in a mi» of satisfactions, and, on the other, with 
Kant's, which makes it consist in satisfying the demands of reason, 
regardless of desire.. Recently it has been worked out with much 
skill by Jlr. Alexander in the Grst part of his h/eral OntervnJ 
pregrat. It is, bqjr^vcr, a mistake to suppose, as Mr. Alexander 
seems to do, ftal mete formal equilibrium of function, apart from 
thesatisfactionV the self of which it is the condition, can ever of 
itself be thp end, or (evcn*if the distinction is a legitimate one) the 
standard of moral effort. 
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moral law. So long as we interpret mcfal judgment as 
merely a judgment of conformity to law, it is, as Tft 
ifcve seen,* inexplicable. Hence we were forced to 
conclude that such judgments, while prior in time to 
those of value, as being the form under which-we first 
make acquaintance with morality, are later in, ethical 
importance. On the other hand, to. depose the idea 
of moral law from its logical pret^eminence is not to 
cancel its practical claims; to explain the law by 
showing that its utterances have reference to an en#, as 
the principle of unity which underlie? them, is not to 
explain it away. On, the contrary, it is to establish 
the law in possession of its traditional attributes, by 
showing the reason of its claim to them. Thus, in 
showing that the end is ^supreme, we have established 
the supremacy of the law of which in practice it is 
the source, as other ends correct reasoning) are 
the source of the practical maxims that flow from them 
{eg., the rules of logic). On the same ground we 
may claim that the law is absolute or “categorical.” 
As the end is one which man, as man/' is called 
upon to realise, it carries with it a law or maxim from 
which there is no escape, the law, namely, of which 
all other i^pral laws are only the particularised ex- 
pression — “Be a man.”t Finally, we may claim to 
have established its dignity as a law of liberty by 
showing that it is not imposed from without, buf flows 

Pp. 72, 73, where we'Saw that this interpretation involved us 
in contradictions, by requiring us to make &^rali|7 a means to a 
further end. ^ ^ 

t Hegel’s well-known formula is, “ Be a person,” to which, as we 
shall hereafter se^ "and respect others as persons” is, a necessary 
addition. 
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from the concoption of an end which is self-imposed 
and intrinsically good.* 

§ 39. Moral and. Political Law. 

Inege characteristics of the end explain further the 
familiar distinctions between moral and political law. 
(i) Moral_ laws me ‘more authoritative than legal enact- 
mentSj conscience than poh'tical institut ions. Morality 
judges _the latter, decla ring d iem t o be bad or goo d. A 
bid political law,or institution is ulrfoftunatelya common 
phenomenon ; a bad moral law is a contradiction in 
terms. t (2) Moral l aw extends over a wider field th an 
political. It takes account of all conduct, no^qf Mme. 
departments only. This follows from the distinction 
already drawn? between etliics and politics. For as 
politics is a science of the e.vternal conditions of 
morality, the corresponding art — practical government — 
takes account only of those kinds of conduct which 
endanger these conditions. These conditions are not 
indeed confined, as a popular philosophical dogma 
represents, to protection of person and property, — sqph 

* For the practical value of moral rules as " tools of analysis," see 
Dewey, e/. cU., pp. 203 foil. v 

I Ihe practical steps that ought to be token in consequence of 
such on unfavourable judgment upon any particular law or institution 
will, cC course, depend upon circumstances. The obvious formula 
in a country like our own is : agitation for reform plus temporary 
conformity. If any one thinks he can best agitate by refoang to 
conform, and taking the consequences, Ae maybe admired fowbis 
moral zeal, bat he Jifll be punished for his political disobedience. 
The justificahmi will ^ that more moral harm would come from 
leaving the law nnvindicated than from punishing an enthusiast for 
reform. , 

j; See note on p. 40. 
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a limitation is purely arbitrary, — they •'embrace family 
life, education, recreation, and everything that admits of 
ptlblic organfeation in the interest of morality. Yet the 
details of conduct within the circle of these conditions, 
e.g., within the family, the school, the theatre, lie out- 
side this' field, if for no other reason than their^'infinite 
multiplicity. (3) A deeper difference directly connected 
with the character of the moraf end as an inward 
balance or equilibrium of desires is that political law 
has to„do with cpridi^ in_its_^^»a/.^.«rey/.««f«', Si; if 
it goes deeper merely takes account •of intention. It 
takes account of such visible effects as theft of property, 
neglect of wife and children, etc. On the other hand, 
the invisible things qf the mind are recognised by 
most civilised governments as outside of their sphere. 
Morality regulates, the i nwa rd motive and d isposition 
as well as the outivard effect, — the conduct of the under- 
standing and the imagination as well as conduct towards 
property or children. It says not only " Thou shalt not 
steal,” “Thou shalt not kill,” but " Think ^no evil," 
“Flee vain and foolish imaginations.” Political enact 
ment can maintain property, the currency, the family, 
public education ; it cannot secure that the citizens shall 
use these institutions in the spirit and for the purpose 
for which they were intended, — a truth which is ex- 
pressed in the common saying that you cannot make 
men moral by act of parliament. The justification 
for legislatipn which apparently has this aim — eg., the 
regulation or suppression of public-houses — is not thal 
by means of it we may make certaiir‘’persDns conform 
to moral demands, e.g., abstain fromOntoxitating liquor, 
but that we may improve the conditions of the,moral life 
for the community at large, eg., for the neighbours or the 
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'children of the^toper. The man who abstains merely 
iKcause owing to the state of the law he cannot get liquor 
is obviously not moral.* 

Astor/is related of Connop Thirlwall, who on one occasion 
became involved in a discussion svith the late Dr. Christopher 
Wordsworth, Bishop of Lincoln, when the latter was fesiding at 
Trinity College, about the retention of enforced attendance at 
chapel. “It is a choice*” said the Bishop, “behveen compulsory 
religion and no religion at all." “The distinction," replied Thirln-all, 
“is too subtle for my mental grasp." The same might be said ol 
compulsory morality : it is equivalent to no morality at alL On 
the general subject, of the relation between Law and Morality, 
see Sidgrvick’s Methods of Ethics, Book I., ch. u. ; also Elements 
of Polities, ch. xiii. i and on the apparent permanency of the legal 
as compared with the moral code, iUexander, a/, eit,, p. 286. 
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CHAPTER I. 


THE END AS PLEASURE. 

§ 40. Problem arising out of Sesults hitherto 
reached. 

Returning to the point we r&ched in examining the 
proposal to make conscience the ultimate standard of 
inoral judgment,' we may now state the problem which 
will occupy us in the immediately succeeding chapters. 

IVe there found that the moral judgments implied in 
the utterances of conscience are only intelligible as the 
judgments of a self which, as the principle of uni^ 
among the particular desires, and more than any one of 
them, claims to si<;.jn judgment upon them, and demands 
that they shall each and all give ^Tay when, as may 
frequently happen, their satisfaction is incompatible with 
its ow:i. The Satisfaction or, as we provisionally expressed 
it, the Realisation of this Self is thus the end which is 
the standard of mdral judgment. ^ 

If now we prqf^ed to inquire more closely into the 
nature and ^finitiqn of this end, it is at once obvious 
that our conclusions vill depend upon the conception 
we enterlhin of the nature of the self which is to be 
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sadsSed or reaUsed. For there are different elements 
iiVthe self, and according to our view of the relation vif 
^ese to one another will be our notion of the nature of the 
self as a whole. Thus, there is an obvious ^tincdon, 
which the earh'est ps5'chologists were not slow to note, 
between Thought and Feeling,— between thp active 
powers of thought and reason on the one side, and the 
passive element of feeling which ccmes and goes with 
the varied e.vperiences of the self on the other. A ques- 
tion, therefore, at once arose, traceable to the very dawn 
of ph'ilosopby, ^\^lich of these elements constitutes the 
true nature of the self? Is feeling the primary and 
essential element, reason having for its function in the 
last resort merely to^minister to the satisfaction of a 
feeling or emotional sejf? or is reason the vital con- 
stituent in its composition, while feeling is only a tran- 
sient effect playing upon its surface? In accordance 
as one or other of these alternatives has been accepted, 
throughout the history of philosophy, is the view that 
has been taken of the ethical end. If the self is 
far excellence a feeling self, its simmum dct-mn;, it has 
been argued, must be a stale of feeling j if it is far 
excellence reason, the end must be some form of rational 
activity. ^ 

The examination of these two hfetoric theories will 
be of use in helping us to a truer one, by teacliing 
us to benefit by the truth and avoid the mist^res of 
each 

f-The more important,.because the more common, is the 
first, which will accordingly occupy t'.K n\jin portion of 
this, the critical part of our investigTjtion. r Stated in its 
simplest terms, it is the view that the end is the agreeable 
state of feeling which we call Pleasure. 
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§.41. Wliat is meant by saying that the Standard <>* 
' lloral Judgment is Pleasure. 

By this theory in its simplest form it is meant th^^ 
conduct has value in proportion to the' amount 
pleasure it produces. One line of conSuct is good re- 
latively io another which, when it is possible to ^jroduc® 
less, produces more pleasure; that is bad which, it beinS 
possible to produce inore, produces less pleasure. 

There is no difference in motive, according to thfs 
theory, — all men being moved alike by the one motivvj 
desire for pleasure. The difference is in the amoud* 
of pleasure which, owing to insight into the conditiorf® 
of happiness and their previous moral training, theff 
actions tend to secure. Thus, tlje intemperate man }® 
reprehensible, not because he pipsues his own pleasure,-" 
we all no’t only do tfiat, but we cannot do anything els^> 
— but because he habitually chooses courses of actio*^ 
which involve to himself, his family, and to society 
large, an amount of pain far exceeding the pleasure whic^ 
the momentary indulgence gives to himself. When ^ 
is possible ffor him to create a balance of pleasure by 
restraining himself, he has done the reverse and create^ 
a balance of pain. Similarly the liar gains immediat® 
pleasure or advw.^e, — so fer his act is goq^, — but tb® 
pain and disadvantage ensuing to society, in increase*^ 
suspicion, mutual distrust, impaired credit, etc., far out" 
weigh the pleasure, and the conduct must accordingly 
be stamped as bad- The worst conduct is that whicfr 
under the cir c umstances vfelds — or; since there are masy 
counteractin^cirSiVnstances, tends’ to yield — the lea^ *- 
possible amoifnt of^aopine ss. That conduc t, on tb® 
other handj i s best which tends to produce the greatest 
sum-tot al of pl easure. 
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§ t2. Ancient Forme of the 0!li6ory. 
pThis theoiy of the end, in a more or less fuliy' 
*vdoped form, has, as is well known, played an im- 
portant parr i^the history of ethical thqught. It 
made its appearance in the early morning of philo- 
sophy. f The teaching of Socrates, whose ivfluence, 
like that of Christ, was rather due to his life and 
character than to any system of doctrine which he 
propounded, contained a number of elements' loosely 
held together. Upon his death these fell apart, af did 
the different elements in^ Christian doctrine,* and were 
taken up by different groups of his followers, and made 
the basis of different theories of the end of life. One of 
these groups seized ypon the element of feeling, and 
under the name of th^. Cvrenai cs t (from the city of 
Cyrene, to which Aristippus, the chief exponent of the 
doctrine, belonged), became the precursors of the later 
and better-known school of Epicureans. They held 
that pleasu re w as.. t he end , interpreting this to mean 
tfe pleasure of the moment, and using th^ theory as, 


little more than an excuse for self-indulgence. 

At a later time the theory rvas taken up by Epicurus,^: 
who deepened and dignified it (i) by connecting it with 
the atomic,,theory of the nature aric'.'nrigin of matter 
as expounded by Leucippus and Democritus, ( 2 ) by 
supplementing it with a sensationalist psychology, and 
( 3 ) by interpreting pleasure so as to include the'^higher 
social and intellectual enjoyments. ,The noble expres- 
sian which was given to this theory of the nature of 


r fc _ 

* jE./., Faith and Works as represen^d res^tively by Paul 
and James, Universalism and Judaism by Paul and Peter, 
f See Zeller’s Swales aud Socratie ^hoob, 

^ See Professor Wallace's Epitunanbrn, 
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thfi world and hwnan life by the greatest of the Roman 
pdets, Lucretius,* is well known. 

§ ^43. The Theory in 3£odern Tifies. 

The doctrine has been revived in modern times chiefly 
by English thinkers, who differ from their predecessors 
in antiquity (i) in seeking to provide it with a securer 
basis in philosophy and psychology, (a) in enjoining a 
more reUective form of pleasure-seeking, (3) in making 
th^dbctrine the starting-point for enlightened theories 
of social and political reform. The discussion of the 
first of these differences belongs to a text-book of psycho- 
logy rather than of ethics. The development of thh 
theory in the direction indicated by the third difference 
coincides, generally ,with the successive appearance of 
Egoistic, Universalistic, and Evolutionary Hedonismt to 
be discussed below, and need not further detain us here. 
The second, however! requires more detailed notice, as 
it introduces us to a development which is characteristic 
of the modern form of the theory, and will best find a 
place at the' point at which we have now arrived. 

§ 44, The Sanctions of Morality. 

Ancient EpidSrea nism, while emphasising the peace 
and happiness which have their source in the recognition 
of the universality of natural law, l aid b ut little stress on 
the physjc^^consyuencesjrf cond uct as a motiv e to 
tnorality. As the doctrine, moreover, was developed at a 

* See De Rerum hioffirf, Eng. Tr. (Munra). 

j- For the nSne see^iclow (p. 104). Besides the Bibliography, 
p. aJS, see, for the history of modem Hedonism, Courtney’s 
Constructive , Ethics, Sidgvriok’s History of Ethics, and Sorley’s 
Ethies of Naturalism. 
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time when the older forms of pagan society were breaking 
up, and men were seeking satisfaction for their deefler 
*ibngings in a species of spiritual individualism, it laid 
little erai^is. on social approvjal as., a sou rc e of 
happiness, or social disapproval as_ a spurce_gf_pMi. 
Finally/^as it was a fun damenta l article of the, creed o f 
the Epicure'an'that the gods, ,if there were any, took no 
interest in human affairs, and diat*hian’5 life en ded wit h 
the grave, it was impossible to appeal to the rewards and 
punishments of another life as a motive for good conduct 
in this. In modern times, however, the keener sense of 
the relation between cause and effect in tlie physical plane, 
the increased sensitiveness to public opinion resulting 
from greater social sojidarity, together with the habits of 
thought encouraged by ^e common form of the Christian 
religion, suggest reasons for the conduct commobly called 
moral, which the supporters of Hedonism have not been 
slow to seize upon and develop. These reasons or per- 
suasives to good conduct are the so-called “sanctions of 
morality,” the enumeration of which is a characteristic^ 
addition to the modern form of the pleasure tiieorj'. 

By t he sanction of a Apr/ enactment is meant .the 
penalty that is annexed to the infringment of it. ^ 
ethics, as just explained, the meanins. is extended- td 
i nclude th e pleasures r^ich are die_p.ersuasives.-to..con> 
formity, asjvdl as,thej)ains whidi act as deterrents from 
disobedience to, moral law. The sanctions of morality 
in this sense are mainly five : (i) Tjiere is the natural 
sanction, by which arc meant the physical pains which 
follow upon the disregard of natufftk la^^s, e.g., in the 
over-indulgence of the appetites. (a) fThere is the 
political sanction, or the pains aifd penalties attached by 
lawito such obviously "unfelicific” forms of conduct as 
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tiiett, assault, libel, etc., and the public rewards and 
Honours bestowed upon the social benefactor. (3) 
There is the social sanction, — the pleasures of soci® 
respect, gratitude, etc., which a favourable public opinion 
brings with it, and the pains of the dis^ce attaching to 
forms <jf immoral conduct which do not come vpthin the 
reach of the law as well as to those that do. (4) There is 
the religious sanctidh. Though this does not belong to 
the catalogue of legitimate motives on a naturalistic theory 
of sthics like ordinary Hedonism, yet in speaking of the 
sanctions or exteinal persuasives to morality founded on 
the desire for pleasure and aversion to pain, it is necessary 
to take account of the influence which fear of punish- 
men and hope of reward in another life have exercised, 
and still continue to exercise, in the moral education of 
the racd and the individual. (5) To these is added, as a 
flfth, the moral sanction, by which is meant simply the 
pleasures of a good conscience and the pains of remorse.* 

We shall have occasion hereafter to discuss at length 
the presuppositions on which the whole theory is founded. 
Meantime- it is sufficient to point out that to any but 
the Hedonist the phrase " sanctions of morality ”*is 
suspiciously like a contradiction in terms. Conduct 
which issues ^rom regard for these sanctions is «oi 
morality, if by that we mean conduct which is morally 
approved. It may conform to a certain type and be 
externally indistinguishable from good conduct, but it is 
not good. The man who is temperate because he desires 
the pleasures of^temperance (whether these be earlhly 

* For the'theoryVf'the sanctions ol morality, see Bentham’s 
Morals and ^egislaliont ch. iii. ; Mill*s Uiilitariajiism, ch, iii. , 
Sidgwick’^ Methods of Ethics, Book II., ch. v. ; Fowler’s Pro- 
gressivt Morality, chs. i., ii. 
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or heavenly, physical or social) is, as JI:'&to pointea out; 
temperate by reason of a kind of intemperance. Similarly, 
tte man who is courageous from fear of the pains which 
will be the consequence of cowardice is courageous by 
reason of a kind c4' cowardice. Appeals to the so-called 
moral sanction, to the pleasures of a good con- 
science (or the pains of remorse), as a motive to good 
conduct, appear, moreover, to involve an additional 
absurdity. The pleasure in question depends upon the 
approval of conscience, and this in turn depends on'^the 
disinterestedness of the conduct, i.e., upon the exclusion 
of the idea of personal pleasure from the motive. To 
point therefore to the pleasure likely to result from such 
approval, as a reason fo; well-doing, is to suggest a motive 
which, if accepted, would/ender approval impossible. 

§ 43. Pleasure and Happiness. 

Some confusion has been introduced into the discus- 
sion of this theor}' in the forms under which we now 
know it by the failure to distinguish betweeq pleasure 
and happiness. Assuming that they both refer to a 
state of agreeable feeling, it is not true, as is commonly 
assumed, either that the terms are synonymous, or that, 
if there be p. distinction, happiness is » only pleasure 
raised to a higher power by an arithmetical process of 
multiplication or addition.* '^e_ ^stinction between 

* In thus becoming afhlinted with .picasnre, happiness seems, 
like so many words, to have come down in tke world. Certainly 
the Greeks would have ohjer.ed to the assumption which underlies 
modem Hedonism, that pleasure and happine^ Cre ujlcrchangeablc 
terms, or differ only as the less from the gr^.ter. "fo them 
Oi^onS=pleasure) conveyed a wholly dilferent idea from rfoac/iorio 
(eudaemonia=happines5), and accordingly Hedonism would have 
represented a wholly different theor)- from Eudaemomsm. 
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fcem is found ed on a q ualitative diffaence in the 
modes of s dfaeahsatio n whi ch pleasure, and.happine^ 
severa lly ^accompany, not merel y on a jjuanftadve 
difference in t he amo unrof the..feeKng>^. Pleasure 
is the feeling which accompanies the satisfaction of 
particular desires j happiness is the feeling which 
accompanies the seyse that, apart from the satisfaction 
of momentary desires, and even in spite of the pain of 
refusal or failure to satisfy them, the self as a whole 
is.bSing realised.* The propriety of describing the end 
in terms of eithef depends upQn the conclusion we shall 
come to in the sequel as to the legitimacy of describing 
it in terms of feeling at all. Meantime I may so fyr 
anticipate as to point out, for the sake of those who 
may prove impervious to the Mguments there adduced, 
that ibsss h less ebjectisa is 

terms of happiness than in terms of pleasure pure anij 
simple. For while both descriptions of the end err in 
identifying it with agreeable feeling, the happiness theory 
> (Eudaemqnism) has the advantage over the pleasure 
Aeory (Hedonism) that it refuses to consider the sum. 
mum bonum as a mere aggregate of particular pleasur?^^ 
and insists that it is pleasure for the self as a who]e.t 
For the furtSer benefit of those who are determined 
at all hazards to express the end in terms of feeling, it 
may be well to state that to advance another step and 
call it*Blessedness, which, Carlyle says {Sartor Eesartui^ 
Book II., ch. ix.)^is better than happiness, is less mis- 
leading still. Blessedness may be defined as the feeling 
• ■ 

* On this djstinctiai the student is recommended to consult 
Dewey’s Psychehgy, pp. 29e-4' 

Which,*as we can never insist too often, is more than a mere 
aggregate of its parts. 
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of pleasure which accompanies modes*’ of conduct in 
which an existing harmony of activities is sacrificed to a 
h'ig;her conception of what a true harmony implies— in 
other words, uiiO^ich the self as static is sacrificed to 
the self as progressive. Seeing, therefore, that man, as 
man, is a progressive animal, and that harmony is no 
sooner established between himself and his environment 
than it is broken into by aspirations after a higher form 
of life, the theory which represents the emotional re- 
action of such aspirations and the activities resulting 
from them as the end, ^ while theoretically not less 
erroneous than that wbi(^ defines it in terms of any 
lower form of feeling, may yet by reason of its implicit 
admissions be less practically misleading."' 

r 

* t 

§ i6. Do PleasureB differ in Quality? 

A difficulty suggested by the discussion in the pre- 
ceding paragraph has risen within the school itself as to 
whether pleasures differ only in quantity, or in quality 
as well. There are those who hold that pleascres differ 
only as greater or less, and that, in estimating the com- 
parative value of two or more lines of conduct, we have 
only to cast up tlie arithmetical total of the pleasures 
which they 'Severally tend to produce.*^ Others hold 
that pleasures differ in quality as well. The controversy 
carries us into psychology, in which field the answer is 
seen to depend on considerations already set forth in a 
previous section (22), where it was pointed out that it is 

'* Cp. Mackenzie’s to pp. 164 foil., 

where the distinction in the text is conncc/.d with that between 
simple consciousness, e.g., of moroentarjj, states of pleasure or pain, 
consciousness of sell as an individual and self-consa'onsneia or 
consciousness of self as partaking in a universal life. 
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impossible to consider feelings, qui feelings, as qualita- 
tively differing from one another. It is only in virtue of 
the qualitative differences of the objects in connection 
with whjch they rise that we are justi^ in attributing 
moral quality to them. Thus, on me hypothesis that 
knowledge is a higher good than wealth or {lower, the 
pleasure of acquiring it may be judged to be higher 
than that of gratifi& vanity or ambition. But from the 
Hedonist’s point of view knowledge can only be judged 
a higher end in so far as it is the source of a greater 
quantity of pleasure. In other words, the qualitative 
differences in objects are reduced to quantitative differ- 
ences in the feeling of pleasure they produce. .To 
introduce, therefore, into the pleasure theory qualitative 
differences among feelings ^hich are not resolvable 
into quantitative,* is to introduce a standard of higho' 
or lower in a scale of relative dignity or worth not 
determinable in terms of greater or less. It is to go 
beyond the conception of self as a subject of feeling, 
and to ^eclare that there is another standard besides the 
greater or less agreeableness of its e.\periences, viz., their 
worthiness as experiences of a being who is more than 
feeling, and may have higher ends than pleasure.* 

§ 47. How are Pleasures calculated *in respect to 
their "Value ? 

FSr those Hedonists who hold the simpler and more 
logical view that pleasures differ only in respect to 

On this controversy see Mill’s ^tement of the doctrinl that 
there are iMffere*^ of quality among pleasures, UHlitariamsm, 
p. 12 (loth 1888), and the earlier criticism of it in Kant's 
Theory of Ethics (Abhotg, p. 109 (4th ed.) ; Green, op. at.. Book 
HI., ch. i^ §§ 162 foil. ; Bradley, op. cit., pp. 105 foil.; Dewey, 
op. eit., pp. 46 foil. Also Alexander, op. cit., pp. 203 foil. 
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quantity the question still remains, What dSnensions must 
enfeib into the calculation ? what elements enter into 
the '“pleasure calculus"? ‘We calculate the size of a 
room by the tfe;^ dimensions of length, brea(Jth, and 
height. What are the dimensions of a pleasure ? J eremy 
Bentham •was at pains to formulate them as .six, — 
i ntensity , duration, nearnes s, certain ty, purity , fruitfu l- 
ness.* With the exception of the two last these explain 
themselves, and need not further detain us. By purity 
is meant not any moral quality, but freedom frfim 
accompanying pain : an intellectual pleasure may in. this 
respect take precedence of a sensual, on the ground that 
it does not involve subsequent pain, as the latter is liable 
to do. By the fruitfulness of a pleasure is meant the 
tendency to bring other , pleasures with it, as when 
keeping an engagement involves the pfeasures of a good 
conscience and the future benefits that might accrue 
to the good character for reliableness which is thus 
acquired.t 


* See Morals and Legislalion, di. iv. The seventh of the dimen- 
sioiC. he enumerates, viz., extent, introduces a difficulty excluded 
from this paragraph. Bentham borrowed the idea of the pleasure 
calculus from the Italian legalist Beccaxia. By means of it he 
thought that “tlfi precision and clearness and incontestableness of 
mathematical calculation were for the first time introduced into 
the field of morals.” Works, Vol. III., p. 287 ; Cy. Montague’s /ntro- 
ditciion to the Fragment in Government^ p. 36. •* 

t The arithmetic of pleasure becomes more complicated when 
to the pleasures of this world are added the pleasures of the next. 
Thus Paley gave himself a longer sum by trying to combine the 
pleasure theory with the orthodox Christiantfyfbf h^ time. His 
naive definition of virtue, as “ doing good to i/'ankin^ in obedience 
to the will of God and for the sake of everlasting life,” has been 
wittily sdd to combine “ the maximum of error in the ininimum of 
space.” 
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§ 48. Modem Forma of the Pleaeure Theory, 

DifScuIties of a still more fundamental kind arise 
lien WQ ask the question, “ Whose is meant ? ” 

Differences on this head have given rise to at least two 
different forms of Hedonism. Agreeing in the psycho- 
logical doctrine tlyit each not only does, but must, 
pursue what at the time appears to be his oivn greatest 
pleasure, supporters of the pleasure theory have still 
(JiiTered as to the proper mode of formulating the end 
which is the standard of mpral action, (i) There are 
those who maintain that the end of rational conduct is 
no other than the pleasure of the individual himSelf. 
Moral judgments are the judgments that are passed 
upon conduct according as iu is adapted to secure this 
end in the highest degree possible for. the individual, 
or, through his ignorance or folly, fails to do so. This 
section of the school is known as the Individualistic or 
Egoistic Hedonists,* (2) There is Altruistic or Univer- 
salisficTEfcSdnlsnlft which takes the pleasure of others 
also into account. It is important to note the precise 
point in which this differs from the former doctrftie. 
It does not differ in its account of what is ultimately 
desirable. If agrees that this is pleasuse. It merely 
introduces a new element into the pleasure calculus. 
In addition to the dimensions already mentioned, it 
enumerates the extent of the pleasure as the most 

•f 

* Best represented perhaps in mOdem philosophy by TSohim 
H obbes, though 'feji individualism is more prominent than his 
hedonism. , r 

f Represented in thiss country by William Godwin, Bentham, 
James MiS, J. S. Mill, and Professor Sidgwick in various degrees 
and in divers manners. 
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important consideration of all. Thisj it need hardly* 
be pointed out, makes a vital difference ; for whereas*' 
up6n the former view his own pleasure counts to the 
individual as s&^ii^me, and that of others is only sought 
as tributary thereto, according to the form of the 
theory now under consideration, and familiar tcv every 
one under the more popular name of Utilitarianism, 
the pretensions of the individual sink into insignifi- 
cance. “Everybody is to count for one, and nobody 
for more than one.” The pleasure which is the standard 
of moral judgment is not, the greatest cpleasure of the 
individual, but the “greatest pleasure of the greatest 
number,” calculated upon the basis of the equality of 
the claims of all.* 


f r 

* As has hwn well pointed out in Green (,Pra!eg. to Ethics, 
Book III., ch. iii., § 214), it is this democratic principle, nnd not the 
contention that the end is pleasure, which has made utilitarianism 
so effective as an instrument of legislative reform. How far the 
principle is consistent with the fact that individuals differ in capacity 
for pleasure, and that these difierences would have to bertaken into 
account in a distribution designed to produce the greatest sum total 
of happiness, however made up, may be questioned (see Bradley’s 
Ethical Sludits, p. no, n. fin. ; Mackenzie’s Introd- to Social 
Philosophy, pp. 212 foil. ; Montague, op, exU, p, 40). The formula 
itself does not aiem to occur in Bentham's writiiTgs, though Mill 
{Utilitarianism, p. 93) attributes it to him. With regard to the 
phrase “greatest happiness of the greatest number,’’ commonly 
associated with Bentham, though he seems to have preferred 
"greatest happiness” alone, it is interesting to notice that it is 
traceable so far back as Hutcheson, the Scotch. Intuition.alist (see 
Monfdgue, op. cit,, p. 34 n.). The term Utilitarian is claimed by 
J. S. Mill(e/. rif.,p. 9]ashisowndiscovcryv It is not a p.articular]y 
happy one. The word “utility” denotes ryerely the property oi 
serving some end ; it conveys no information as to the nature d 
the end itself, and is therefore not particularly approp'inte as a 
description of a special theory about it. 
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j 49. Characteristic Difficulties in these several 
Forms of Hedonism. 

Egoistic Seionism. A detailed c^ticism of the 
pleasure ‘theory in its hvo chief forffis is beyond the 
scope of the present handbook,* It must, here be 
sufficient to refer to characteristic difficulties which attach 
to each. » ‘ 

The stumbling-block in the way of the Egoistic 
Hecjonist, over which he has always tripped, and may 
nOw be said to have fallen to rise no more, is the obvious 
outrage which is committed against the moral sentiments 
and benevolent impulses by the attempt to explain them 
as modifications of the selfish desire for pleasure. The 
attempt may be made to do so either directly, as by Hobbes 
and his 'dbllowers,t*who sought to resolve altruistic im- 
pulses, such as those of compassion and benevolence, 
into reflex forms of personal fear or hope; or indirectly, 
as by the later Hedonists, who sought by means of the 
principle of the Association of Ideas to explain how virtue, 

* Besides the authorities referred to (p. 258), the student will fisd 
exhaustive discussion of the Hedonistic hypothesis in Green’s 
Preleg. to Ethics, Book III., chs. i. and iv. ; Book IV., eh. iv. ; 
Alexander’s Morel Order and Progress, pp. ipg foil. ; J. S. 
Mackenzie’s Introduciim to Social Philosophy, pp. 202, 226 ; 
Dewey, op. eit., pp, 17 foil. — where the important distinction is 
made Jietween “pleasure as the (only) object of desire” and 
“pleasure as criterion” of moral value; Bradley's Ethical Studies, 
Essays III, and VII. j Caird's CritiecU Philosophy of KasU, Vol. II., 
p. 229. « • 

■f " Self-love,” sajf Latochefoucauld, “lingers with strange objects 
only as the beife with Ae Sowers, in order to draw from them what 
it requires.” ' Quoted oy Hoffding, Outlines of PiycAology, Eng. 
Tr., p. 244., 
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which at first is pursued ody on account of the personal 
pleasure or the exemption from pain which it secures, may 
aftfirwards, by a confusion of means and end, come to be 
pursued for its own sake. The difficulty of explaining 
altruistic conduit' upon this basis has led the lineal 
descendants of this school to acknowledge, besides the 
egoistic, the altruistic impulse of sympathy US' a co- 
ordinate principle of action.• ** • r 
(2) Unwersalistic Hedonism. Universalistic Hedonism, 
or Utilitarianism, has had difficulties of its own to contend 
svith, the chief being to explain how, on the presuppos- 
ition which it shares with‘'the former view that his own 
pleasure is the only object that any one can desire, it is 
possible to desire the greatest happiness of the greatest 
number. The difficultj' did not much trouble Bentham, 
the father of Utilitarianisrii, who airily .explained the phen- 
omenon of his own undoubted benevolence, by saying 
that he was a selfish man “ whose selfishness happened 
to have taken the form of benevolence.” In another 
passage he assigns their respective places to egoism and 
altruism in the characteristic saying that ‘'"■self-regard 
aione wilt serve for diet, though sympathy is very 
good for dessert." His successor, J. S. Mill, found 
this a tougher knot. He tried to solve it by the 
famous argument in the fourth chapter oCUtilitaHanism : 
“No reason can be given why the general happiness 
is desirable, except that each person . . . desir.es his 
own happmess. . . . Each person’s happiness is a good 
to r that person, and^the general hippiness therefore 

• The attempt made by evolutionary Sfxifiifk to fxplaiu egoistic 
and sympathetic feelings as developments froin a common root (see, 
e.ff., HBffding, e/. d/„ pp. 247 foil.) dots not, of course, alter their 

qualitative distinctness in their fiiliy developed forms. 
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a good to the .aggregate of all persons.” This is as 
though one were to argue (to borrow Carlyle’s famous 
comparison), that because each pig desires for himself 
the greatest amount of a limited quantity of pigs’ 
wash, eadi necessarily desires the gr«atest quantity for 
every other or for all.*^ Latter-day utilitarians, who are 
naturalfy dissatisfied with such an argument, prefer to 
renounce the dogma ’that personal pleasure is the one 
thing desired, and so are free to maintain, as some do,t 
that^we ought to desire universal happiness because 
Reason bids us. The ultimate desirableness of the 
greatest general happiness is tBus made to rest upon the 
dictum of Reason. But what, we still ask, is Reaso^ ? 
and why should I listen to her voice? The theory in 
its present form leaves us witR these questions un- 
answered, t 

§ so. Elements of "Value in Pleasure Theory. 

While these objections seem fatal to the several forms 
which the theory has taken, it ought not to be forgotten 
that this vlfew of the end has usually had to maintain itself 
against equally one-sided theories, and is thus not withoyt 
value as a protest against their falsehood. Thus it has 

* Upon whicliciogeiuous mode of argument se% any book on 
logic under head “Fallacy of Composition, ’’and rp. Bradley, e/. «V.t 
pp. 103 foil.; Mackenzie’s Manual of Ethics, ch. vi., § g. 

j" E.g,, Professor Sidgwick, Methods of Ethics, Book III., cU. xiii. 

j For further criticism of this view which, as opposed to the older 
or psychological form of the doctrine, has been called "ethical 
hedonism,” see GtecSs Prokg. to Eihkso'Bk. IV., ch., iv. §. 364 ffcU.; 
Bradley, op. eit., pp.\ii 4 -li 7 i Mackenzie, op. eit., ch. vi, §§ 6 foil. 
If we fairly fact the question in the text we are necessarily led to a 
conception of life self as essentially ralional. But this annihilates 
the presupppsition upon which the Hedonistic theory rests (see 
p. 98). 
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always been opposed to the theory, to be dealt with in the 
next chapter, which invests mere resistance to desire with 
■ peculiar merit, and which tends to emphasise the ascetic 
or negative element in the moral life at the expense , of 
its positive side ar a form, not of self-denial, but of self- 
•satisfaction or self-realisation. Similarly, in the field of 
law and politics, the service of the founders of utilitari- 
anism at the beginning of the pfecent century to -legal 
and political reform is inestimable. It may indeed be 
questioned* how far Bentham, Godwin, Place, Qrote, 
Austin, J. S. Mill, were inspired by the Hedonistic, ’as 
opposed to what might be called the Democratic, 
ejements in their theory. But it is certain that, at a time 
when other theories by their conservatism and mysticism 
seemed to favour the maintenance of established abuses, 
the Hedonistic writers brought forward an apparently 
simple and intelligible standard, by which the utility of 
laws and institutions might be estimated. 

§ 61. S'undamental Error of the Theory based on 
inadequate Analysis of Desire, t 

^ The error of th^ hedonistic theory’, in its “psycho- 
logical,” which is also its' l^cal form,f consists in the 
relative ftmefions which it ^signs to reason and feeling 
in_ft_e mmal life. The end which is (he standard of 
value in conduct is supposed to be given immediately. 
It is the end, not only of man, but of all sentient creation. 

* See above, p. 110 n. 

t In spite of Mr. Macl^cnzic’s criticism oV*tbc view of clliical 
nedonism implied in this phrase («/». cit,, p. I rcbiin it in the 
text. Modem hedonism has its scarce id view that pleasure is 
the only object of desire. When this psychdlo^icaldogma ceases to 
attract, the theory ceases to he a plau^.hlc one, and it is prohahly 
only a matter of time when it shall disappear .■dtogctiicb 
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“Alf sentient beings," it fe said, “desire pleasure by a 
IjHv of their nature." The difference between rational 
and .non-rational beings lies not in the character of *tjit 
object of desire, but in the relative degree in which they 
possess the capacity for its enjoyment and apprehend 
the means of its attainment. Similarly, among beings 
nominally rational, differences consist in the relative 
perception which they have of the means whereby the 
greatest sum-total of pleasure may be realised. In other^ 
wor^, the function of reason is that of directing and 
regulating action in view of an end which is immed- 
iately given by’ feeling. Reason gives no en d; ii 
merely pre scribes the means to the attainme nt of o^ 
which, on appearing upon the stage,' it~ finds alread\ 
u niversal and inev itable. Accordingly, t he^ationalit y_(ii 
value of .conduct has to be iudSed" not by the character 
ofits end or object, but "by its 'suitability as a mean s 
tovrards t he realisatio n of that which alone has value, viz,, 
agreeable consciousness or pleasure. 

In all this the re is a_Amdaniental_misconception_as Jo 
the relation of thought Or reas_on_to desire, which our 
analysis of the latter has already furnished us with tlje 
means of correcting. We have already seen that the idea 
of the object (in the example we employed, the idea of 
warmth), as ailording satisfaction .to the* self, was an 
essential element in all that is properly called desire. 
This means tha t reason dp es not simply accefit the obient 
given it b y a naturaljmpujse or propensity, and set about 
(kvismg meansJ^itsjealisation. It would be truei; to 
say that it makc\ the object, inasmuch as there can he 
no object oPdesire’wfthout it 

Comparing this conplusion with the view under cou- 
sidcration,*we see (r) that an “object of desire” can 
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only pv'gt for a b eing which thinks and reasons as wel l 
'^els, and that it is an abuse of language to say, as 
tii?Hedonist has done from time immemorial,* that all 
sentient beingg desire pleasure, (a) The rationality or 
value of conduct! for us as human cannot, !t is now 
seen, be measured by the extent to which it tends 
to realise an object given irrespective of reason. The 
.question is, how far an object wnmh, ex hypothesi, is a 
state of feeling, can satisfy a being who has just been 
shown to be more than feeling. Merely to put^this 
question suggests a suspicion of the unsatisfactoriness of 
the Hedonistic answer. "fVe saw at the outset that this 
thpory was base d upon the assumpti on that the self wa s 
primari l y and essentia ll y Fe eling. When this is shown to 
be groundless; when, in the mental phenomenon with 
which we have in ethics primarily to deal, viz?, human 
desire, it is seen that a self is at work which is more than 
feeling, we may reasonably doubt whether the end, which 
is the standard of the judgments of value we pass upon 
human conduct, can be a form of feeling. If, as we 
were previously led to believe, the end is_t he realisation 
of- the self as a whole, and if. as we now see, this self i s 
more than fe eling, itjs impOTsible.tq hold that it can 
obtain the s atisfaction which, it., demand s in what i s 
ajdmittedly a jmere form of .feeling. 

§ 62 . Is Pleasure the only Motive? Se'Btateinent 
of Hedonistic Argrunent. ■ 

The above argument, however, may'lje acquiesced in 
without shaking the reader’s conviction/lhat pleasure is 
the only motive of action. Thus aftei^ taking the utmost 
pains to make the above objections plain, I have 

* See Aristotle’s Ethics. Book X., ch. iL ’ 
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ftequently been met with the following reply : “ All you 
say may be very true, but you fail to convince me ‘lh!\,t 
it is possible for me to act from any other motive tlian 
desire for, my own pleasure. Even when I flatter myself 
that I have at last succeeded in performing a really 
self-dei^ng and disinterested action, closer inspection 
invariably reveals to^fne that I have only done it because 
I pleased, or because it pleased me so to do. Even 
extreme cases of so-called self-sacrifice — as, for instance, 
that* of the martyr — are seen on further scrutiny to be 
only subtler or rilbre eccentrioforms of self-pleasing. It 
is not necessary to maintain that, in such a case, the 
object is any form of sensuous pleasure, either in t&is 
world or the next. All that is argued is, that the course 
of actiot} which the martyr chaoses must, in some way 
incomprehensible to ordinary mortals, have pleased him 
— is in fact only his peculiar way of 'enjoying himself.' 
In this respect saint and sinner, martyr and pleasure- 
seeker, are alike ; the only reason each can ultimately 
give for preferring one form of life to another is, that 
it gives him greater pleasure.” 

Now we might meet this objection, as it is some- 
times proposed to do, by merely pointing out that it 
rests on an ambiguity in the English word “ please.” “ It 
pleases me to do a thing” may mean either “ It gives me 
pleasure to do it,” or simply “ I choose to do it.” This 
distinction* may be clearly indicated by translating these 
phrases into tteir corresponding Latin equivalents, 
ammnum est a'.m placet, which* gives respectively "the 
noun-adjectwes atrueila = things that give pleasure, and 
//aflVfl=thiri^ chosen or resolved upon. Now if in 
the above> contention the word '* please ’’ is used in the 
* On which see Sidgwicki op* cit,. Book I,, ch. iv. 
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latter sense ; if in saying that I always do what I pleas^ 
er what pleases me, I simply mean I always act becaus 
I choose to act, the statement cannot indeed be sail 
to be false ; it is pnly meaningless. It is equivalent t 
saying, I always choose because I choose. With all th 
appearance of assigning a reason, the sentence' assign, 
no reason at all. If, on the other hand, it be meant 
that I always act because .the action will please me, or 
because of the pleasure it will give, the statement is 
comprehensible indeed, but it is precisely that against 
which the batteries of our'h^ment have in the last few 
sections been directed. 

But this mode of meeting the objection only leads 
my opponent to a mure careful statement of it “ It 
is obvious, of course,” he will say, “.that the statements 
‘ It will give me pleasure’ and ‘ I choose’ have come to 
he regarded as different, but the point of my contention 
just' is that this is a superficial distinction. On a doser 
scrutiny, ' to choose ’ is seen to be the same thing as ‘ to 
find pleasure in,’ which in turn merely meant ‘ to hope 
for pleasure from.’ Or, putting choice aside— as bang 
only determination by the strongest desire, i.e. (according 
to my interpretation), by the greatest pleasure, where 
several courses present themselves — amf confining our- 
selves to desire, what I contend is, that to find the 
idea of a thing pleasant, and to desire it, are one and 
the same, and that to say so is merely another way of 
saying that the only object of desire is pleasure.” 

§ 63. ICet by Sistiiiction befcween'"pfeasU{res in Idea,” 
and "Idea of Pleasure.” « 

Q 

To meet this form of the objection, it is necessary 
to look more closely than we have hitherto done at 
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the relation of pleasure to desire. In treating on a 
flrevious occasion of the phenomenon of desire,, we 
touched on the relation to it of feeling in general. Ve 
saw that^feeling enters into it as one of its constituent 
elements. Thus there is in all desir3 a feelin g of pain 
in being wiAput the object of desire. It is now neces- 
sary to observe that j iesides th is pain, and c ontrasted 
with it, there is the ple^re whiFh the idea of the.object 
(another of the constituent' elements in desire) gives 
us. ’ This pleasure is known in ordinary language as 
“ interest ” — “ tlve ‘interest wjiich the object excites.” 
Strictly defined, it is the feeling of the value which the 
object has for the self.* > 

Now it may be admitted tl;pt there is a sense in 
which this feeling may be said 40 move to action.t We 
may even go further, and admit for argument’s sake 
that the idea of the course of action chosen, «.g;, by the 
martyr, gives him greater pleasure than the idea of any 
other possible course. But to mate this ^admission is 
one thin^ ^o conte n d that in choosi ng th at course he 
cTffobses his own pleasure, or is nioved by the .desire for 
pleasure, |s .quite ..another. Indeed, the one contention 
is exclusive of the other. If the pleasure that moves us 
be excited byJthe idea of an act, it cannot jt one and the 
the same moment be excited by the idea of a pleasure. 
The idea of pleasure of course may^mqyi^s, bu^Jhen 
the pleasure~15 e'co mes a n. direct .,of -desire , and must In 

* Mr. Bradley Refines pleasure generally as “the fecliSg of 
self-realisedness ” S);; “.•iffirmative self-feeling" {Efiical Sludies, 
p. 234). As^n element In desire, it might be defined as the feeling 
of self-realisedjess, or the feeling of the congniity of the 

object witb the natural wants or habits of the self. 

t See p. 59 above. 
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jtirn excite present pleasure. It follows Agn_tha^fe 
pleasure whicb..nioves (if it be pleasure wbicb xnoves^ 
(^not be .the pleasure dmed. at j nor is the contention 
that we are always moved by the pleasure of the idea 
before the mind (-equivalent to maintaining that there 
can be no motive save desire for pleasure. ^ 

To pursue the question further, and to ask in what 
sense we can be said to be moved 6/ the pleasure of the 
idea, and whether it is true that we are always moved to 
action by the idea which excites the greatest pleayire, 
would lead me too far from my present subject. Enough 
has been said to show ’ the groundlessness of the 
hedonistic contention as to the nature of the end. 

Note. 

It does not fall >rithm the limits of this handbook to make 
practical deductions from the theoretical conclusions arrived at in 
the course of the argument. Yet onr view of the place that ought 
to be assigned to pleasure and pain in education so obriously 
depends upon our general view of its valne as an element in life, 
that it may not be out of place to point out in a sentence or two 
the sigruficance for practice of the above criticism. ReSection 
suggests that tliere are two attitudes of mind towards life in 
general, which by their respective predominance distinguish, not 
only different individuals, bnt different times and moods in the 
same individual, r. There is that in which objects Snd activities are 
looked at with an eye to their effect upon our omi personal pleasure 
or happiness ; and there is the attitude of interest in the objects 
and activities simply as elements or conditions of a worthy human 
life. In the former ease we aim at producing a feeling in ourselves, 
in the latter at achieving an objective end cw purpose. Which 
of these two attitudes of mir-d it is desirable tX cultivate hardly 
admits of discus^on. And yet if the hedonist (iintention be valid, 
if it be true that the end or chief good in life musf in the last 
resort be described in terms of satisfactifn or enjoyment quantita* 
lively considered, without reference to the comparative worth or 
oigmty of the objects in which satisfaction is sought, it would 
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seem to follow that a ladonal system of moral education will he 
directed to the encouragement of the conscious and consistent 
pumuit of those objects in which the greatest sum-total of indi^divl 
happiness is to be found. In other words, the former and 'less 
desirable of these two attitudes of mind is in danger of brag 
stamped with the approval of a distinguished school of ethical 
thinkers. That this is not an imaginary corollary of hedonistic 
teaching is strikingly illustrated by the singular experience of J. S. 
Mill. There is no ]^re suggestive passage in philosophical 
biography than that in which Mill records the disastrous effects in 
his own case of the direct application to practice of the hedonistic 
theo^ in which he was brought up. (See Avtehiography, pp. 141-3 
of fourth edition.) It might be thought that Mill’s example and the 
experience of practical education^ists would by this time have 
purged, this leaven from educational theory; but that traces of it 
still linger, if not in formal maxims' yet as a pervading spiriv is 
obvious to those who are acquainted with the writings of leading 
theorists in this ' department. Theyr will probably, moreover, 
continue to linger there so long as they find a shadow of support 
in popular philosophy! (On the above contrast see Mr. Bryant’s 
Sitidits cn Charaetir— Essay on Moral Education; for some ex- 
cellent hints on the general question of the place of pleasure and 
pain in education see Miss Gilliland’s Art. in the Inlentational 
Journal of Ethics, Vol. III., No. 3.) 
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THE END AS ^ELF-CONQU^ST. 

§ o4. OppoBita Theory to foregoing. 

In the last chapter I, examined the theory which is 
founded on the conception of the self as primarily 
and essentially a subject of feeling, animated by the 
one prevailing desire of securing the greatest satis- 
faction to such a subject, the greatest sum-total 
of pleasure. In this chapter I proceed to consider 
a theory which in many respects stands ,jn direct 
antithesis to it. It is founded on the view that the 
predominating element in the self is reason, which, 
as essentially opposed to desire, asserts itself in the 
authoritative and categorical demands ■of the moral 
imperative. On this theory the end of man as a rational 
being is unconditional obedience to this imperative, as 
the law of his inner being or true self. Pleasure, so far 
from being the end, cannot enter into om conception of 
the 'end of action withCht vitiating any^riaim which it 
may otherwise have to be considered vkfuous. In order 
to be good an act must be done out of reverence for the 
reason which enjoins and without respect to, the con- 
sequences. As opposed to the theory that the end is 
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'pleasure for pleasure’s sake, this theory has aptly been 
called the theory of duty for duty’s sake.* 

§ 65. Historical Forms of ^eoiy. 

This theory has taken various forms, reappearing from 
age to age, and gaining importance from its antagonism 
to the rival view, ^lihus; when the Socratic circle broke 
up into what are known as the minor Socratic schools, 
and the Cyrenaics asserted the doctrine that the end 
was to seize the pleasure of the moment, they were 
opposed by the Cynics,f who taught that, on the con- 
trary, pleasure was an evil, and that the true good 
consisted in independence of all forms of passion or 
desire. At a later date the Stoics proved themselves 
superior to their ^ynic precureors in presenting a more 
dignified view of human personality, and in the em- 
. phasis they laid upon the active life ; but they were in 
fundamental agreement with them in holding the chief 
good to be life in accordance with reason, by which was 
meant tl»e life in which passion and desire played the 
smallest, reason, or, as they expressed it, " nature," ^the 
largest part. Under like influences the ascetic elements 
in Christian morality were developed. It was as a protest 
against the eflsy-going natnralism of pagafl morality that 
the exaggerations of hermits and anchorites, and later 
the whole monastic system, had their value. In our own 

* See the admirable contrast between these two views in Bradley’s 
Sthicel Studia, ^Issays HI. and IV. See also Dewey, oJ^. du, 
pp. 78 foil. 

t The school is represented in popular thought by Diogenes, who, 
^however, hadjlittle to do rvith developing its fnndamenlal tenets. 
The Cynics, it has been well said, made the feeling of reasonable- 
ness, the lilyrenaics the reasonableness of feeling, the principle 
of conduct. 
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century the cunent Hedonism has found its corrective; 
since’ the time of Kant, in the theory set forth in so' 
notkble a form* by that phDosopher, viz., that the only 
absolutely good thing is the Good Will, which Ijas been 
interpreted to mean will determined by reverence for 
reason as revealed in the moral law and untainted by 
any lower motive.f 

§ 6G, The Theory recognises Kight as distinct from 
XiSpediency. 

It must be recognised at /he outset that this theory is 
not open to the objection which common-sense morality 
ha? always brought against Hedonism, that it confounds 
the distinction between \vhat is right and what is prudent. 
On the contrary, the theo/j’ before us stretches the dis- 
tinction to the point of denying any' relation between 
them. Opposed to the desires, which by their very nature 
are self-seeking, it is held that there is another principle 
of action which is radically distinct from and may deter- 
mine us independently of them. The suggestions of 
desire may doubtless conflict with one another, and 
reason, in the sense of reflection, may be called upon to 
arbitrate between them. This regulation of conflicting 
Jesires in suclva manner as .to secure tha- sum-total of 
■elfish advantage is known as prudence. But desire, as 
1 whole, is maintained to be by its very nature in never- 
ceasing conflict with reason as such, and virtue consists in 

* See Kant’s Theory of Ethics (Abbott). €■ 

^ t donesponding to this philbsophical theory w^Iiavc, in ordinary 
life, the test which many well-intentioned; httf 'usualjy somewhat 
ineffective persons, habitually apply to their conduct aj, a test of the 
purity of their motives, “Am I doing this because I like to, or because 
it is right ? ’’ the assumption being that one cannot like what is right 
and be all the better for doing sa 



Tht End. as Self-Conquest -125 

denying altogether the claim of the former to determine 
the action of the rational will Right thus stands out clear 
from the taint of all prudential considerations. Let SipSe 
once enter into the motive of an act, and its claim to 
moral rehtitude is destroyed. 9 

With this qualitative difference between prudence 
and morality is connected the absoluteness with which 
ordinary moral conftfousness invests the moral law. So 
long as the so-called summum ionftm only differs in 
quantity from the particular goods which are the object of 
particular desires, it is difficult to see where an “ought,’’ 
an absolute or categorical imperative, can come in. 
The end in reference to which such an imperative Jias 
meaning must be a universal one, one which it is 
reasonable to demand that all should pursue. It cannot 
be conditional on iheir “ liking to.” Now it is quite true 
that the Hedonist represents the greatest pleasure as a 
universal end, but then the form which the greatest 
pleasure takes to each individual is by its very nature 
particular. Granted that the so-called “ middle axioms " 
of morality, “Thou shalt not steal,” “Thou shalt not 
kill,” etc., are generalisations from experience as to tjie 
mode best fitted on the average for realising this end, they 
have authority for the individual only on the hypothesis 
that there are no other modes, and that his idea of the 
greatest pleasure is the idea of the average man. Obedi- 
ence to them can never be required unconditionally.* 
“You ought to do this” can have no meaning, as an 
unconditional ,1ommand, to the consistent Hedonist. 
The rejoinder, -'Yes, provided I recognise that action as 

* Hence lh5 tendency of the older Hedonist writers to represent 
the middle ^axioms as the invention of government. Virtue is “the 
interest of the stronger.” 
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a means to my greatest pleasure ; but I don’t,” puts an 
end to the matter. But on the theory under discossioii 
it, is' different Reason is the same for all. Being, 
moreorer, that rrhich is distinctire of man, it speaks in 
the name of his tnie or permanent self, as opposed to the 
transient phases of appetite and passion vrhich he shares 
Tvith the lorrer animals. Its larr accordingly is tlie law 
of liberty. To disobey reason is /to renounce man’s 
special birthright of freedom, — the freedom that consists 
in submitting to a self-given law, and refusing to be 
enslaved by the alien authority of a merely natural in- 
clination. It is not therefore open to the individual to 
plead the peculiarities of his sentient nature in excuse 
for^ disregarding the imperatives of reason. These are 
binding upon him as a* rational being. To deny their 
authority is to deny himself part or lokin the kingdom of 
humanity. 

§ 57, Value of tliis View of Sian's ZCature in the 
History of Thought. ^ 

It is in virtue of this uncompromising attitude towards 
the lower life of desire that this theory, and the view 
of life founded upon it (in spite of their one-sidedness), 
have exerdsed'' so important an influence upon thought 
and life. 

The theory that the essential element in man, or that 
to which he is called upon to give effect, is his reason, has 
usuaUy risen into prominence in the history of cirdlised 
nations at periods when, owing to exte:rJ.al misfortunes 
or the decay of national institutions, the'world^ias offered 
little that could satisfy man’s higher aspiraflons. This 
was notably so at the time of the rise of the Stoic 
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philosophy, when, owing to the decay of free national life 
among the Greeks, the individual found himself thrown 
back upon the resources of his own inner life for sujipojt 
to the sense of human dignity and freedom which could 
no longer be found in dvil and political life. It was 
even more conspicuously so during the early ages of the 
S-omaA Empire, when, in a rich and highly' cultured 
society, " all men were slaves but one.” To have kept 
alive under Such circumstances the heroic view of life, as 
the Stoics did, was no small service to humanity. 

tfut there are other and more practical benefits directly 
traceable to this view of life.* By laying stress on what 
was common to all mankind, viz., his rationality, instead 
of on what was particular, viz., his circumstances and 
individual capacities, this theofy laid the foundations 
for a npw view of, the relatiofis of men to one another. 
Hence it was in the Stoic schools that the idea of the 
brotherhood of man, as opposed to the partnership of 
citizens, first took root, and was made the basis of the 
denial of the distinction between slave and free.* It 
might be said that it was to Christianity and not to 
Stoicism that the general acceptance of this idea was 
due. This is doubtless true ; t but that the early Christians 
conceived it in a mystic and emotional, rather than a 
reflective and practical form, is seen in'’ the fact that 
slavery as a human institution rouses no protest in the 
first writers. 

But his rational nature is not only that which unites 
man to man : it i3 also that which gives to each his separate 

* The fiist'proteJt.^ganst the institution of slavery seems to have 
come from th^ Cynics. See Newman’s PoHHes of Aristotle, Introd. 
p. 140. 

t See pp. 231, 252. 
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dignity as a man. In emphasising it, Stoicism laid the 
foundations of the conception of human personality, and 
thus'^' provided, for the first time, a secure basis for a 
consistent theory of legal rights. Hence it was that a 
doctrine, which a^ a principle of morals has too often 
been stark and barren, blossomed in the field of politics 
under th£ fostering care of Stoic thinkers into th'e great 
system of rights and obligations knOwn as Roman Law. 

§ 58. Self-conquest as a Practical Principle.*' 

In actual practice the theory that lays tlie emphasis upon 
du{y, as opposed to inclination, contains an important 
element of truth, which naturalistic theories of the end of 
action have always tended to overlook. For it is undoubt- 
edly true that at a certain sfage in morakdevelopment, both 
in the individual and in the race, the negative or ascetic 
element is the prominent one. All moral progress con- 
sists in subordination of lower to higher impulses, and at 
a certain stage it may be more important to conquer the 
lower than to give effect to the higher. How far it is 
possible to effect this conquest without appe.il to higher 
and more positive principles of action — how far, for’ 
instance, sensual impulses can be made to^ yield before 
the abstract announcements of reason that they are 
“mong,” without assignment of further reason or without 
appeal to the higher interests and affections — is a question 
for the educator. What is certain is, that morality begins 
in self-restraint and self-(|enial, and that it is impossible 
to conceive of circumstances in is’hick' this negative 
element will be totally absent from it. WhatiTver we are' 
to say of the desire to enjoy pleasure, it is certain that 
readiness to suffer pain is an element in all virtue, and 
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that there is more danger for the individual in indulging 
the former than in over-cultivating the latter.* 

The defect of the .ascetic theory is not that it tay^ 
emphasis on the negative aspect of morality, but that it 
treats that aspect as the final one. Selfrealisation cannot 
consist in mere resistance to the suggestions of desire. If 
it did, the satisfaction of one element in human nature 
would mean t^e destrTiction of another ; the realisation of 
‘reason would mean the annihilation of feeling and desire. 
Seeing, moreover, that virtue consists in free determina- 
tion by reason, anji reason is npt otherwise definable on 
this theory save as the antithesis of desire, the virtuous 
man, so far from being independent of desire, is de- 
pendent on its continued resistance for the opportunity 

• 

* At a lime when fthical theories are anti-ascetic rather than 
hedonistic, it is dehghtful, in a scientific treatise, to come across a 
passage like the follorving on the practical value of Sinn)7it : “ As 
a final practical maxim, relative to these habits of the will, we may, 
then, offer somethmg like this i JCeef the faculty cf effort alive in 
you iy a littl^ gratuitoiu exercise eaery day. That is, be systematic- 
ally ascetic or heroic in little unnecessary points ; do every day or 
two something for no other reason than that yon would ratbei not 
do it t ' so that, when the hour of dire need draws nigh, it may fin& 
you not unnerved and untrained to stand the test. Ascetidsm of 
this sort is like thj rnsorance which a man pays oil Ws house and 
goods. The tax does him no good at the time, and possibly may 
never bring him a return. But, if the fire does come, his having 
paid it will he his salvation from rain. So with the man who has 
daily inured himself to habits of concentrated attention, energetic 
volition, and self-denial in unnecessary things. He will stand like 
a tower when everything rocks round^him, and when his setter 
fellow-mortals are w|pnowed like draff in the blast.”— Prof. William 
Jji^es’ Prineipjfs of Psychology, Vol. I., p. 126. Cp. the interesting 
"’remarks on hisiown education iii Mill's Autohiography, pp. 52 foil.. 
Comic and Positivism, p. iffi (second edition.) On the subject of 
the paragraph generally, cp. Dewey op. cU., pp. 94, lS5> *5®- 

9 
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of rCciIising himself in conflict with it. Virtue; in fact, 
live?, in the life of its antagonist. Final and complefe 
victory over it would involve its own destruction along 
with the destruction of desire.* This, which might be 
called the "paradox of asceticism,” is the explanation 
of the f^lure which has attended all attempts to prganise 
a practical scheme of life upon the Jiasis of this theory, 
In the absence of an inspiring positive ideal of human 
life, those who have been in earnest about the mattei 
have alternately been occupied with the vain attempi 
to cancel in themselves all healthy human interests, 01 
(failing, as they were bound to do, to realise this ideal 
with counselling t that retirement from the conflict whicl 
death alone can offer. ^The less earnest spirits to whon 
this ideal has been offered have tended, on the othe 
hand, to fall back, with true cynical indiffereribe, upoi 
the lowest forms of sensual life.+ 

§ 69. Criticiem of Theory. 

The practical difficulty suggested by the hedonistii 
theory was, as we saw, that it fails to afford any secun 

!■ * This one-sidcdness might be further illustrated from the depend 
cnee of the ascetic for the feeling or sense of self-realisation upo 
the consciousness of what he is not rather than of what he is, t.;., 
upon the contrCit between himself and others. Gence, that which 
in ordinary cases is the approval of conscience becomes in him an 
odious species of spiritual pride. This is illustrated in the well- 
known stories of Diogenes and Antislhencs, as when the latter called 
Socrates’ attention to his rags, and provoked the reply, “I see 
thy pride through the holes in thy cloak.”'' Cp. Shakespearefs 
Tiilton of Athens : — '' - 

Timon. “ Thou art proud, Apemant’is.” ^ 

Ar. “ Of nothing .so much as that I am not'likc Timon.’ 

t As did the Roman Stoics. ^ '' 

j As was illustrated by the history of the Cynics'' (see Zeller’s 
Socrates and the Soeratic Schools') and the medireval monasteries. 
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foundation for the distinction between right and wrong. 
The vocabulary of “ right ” (duty, obligation, resppnst 
bility, ought) seems to have no place in psychologibal 
Hedonism. The objection to the opposite theory may, 
as we have just seen, be said to be the reverse of this 
It fails ^0 provide for the ordinary daily life of humanity. 
If no act is morally ri^ht which is done because we desire 
to do it, the®, not only because I am virtuous am 1 to 
have no more cakes and ale, but a stain is cast on all 
conduct which in the common intercourse of life springs 
spontaneously frpm the ordinary affections of love and 
pity, hope and fear. The source of those two opposite 
errors is the place which is assigned to reason by eath 
of the two theories. In the ong case reason gives no 
end at all, but is confined to the function of prescribing 
the mea’ns for reusing the end set by the sentient 
nature. In the other case it provides indeed an end, 
but, in denying human desire a place in the good life, 
it denies the only means by which the ideal end can 
ever pass, into actuality. But while the view before 
us presents these points of contrast with the preceding 
one in regard to the function it assigns to thought flr 
reason, it is in fundamental- agreement with it in holding 
that reason stands outside the object of desire, and is 
only externally related to it On the one theory, as on 
the other, the object is conceived of as given by the 
appetitive or purely irrational part of our nature: the 
only object of dejire is pleasure, and in desiring pleasure 
inan is determined by his sentient or appetitive nafiire 
alope. ' . • 

"^n criticism of this view of the relation of reason to 
desire it njust be pointed out : — (i) that there can be 
no object of desire, in. the proper sense of the word^ 
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which is not constituted such by reason itself. This 
Yas^involved in our analysis of desire. To refuse to 
redognise it is to confuse the distinction between appetite 
and desire. The lower animals have appetites^ and are 
determined by thSm, but we have no reason to attrib- 
ute to them the power of conceiving objects of^ desire. 
On the .other hand, man also is s^id to have appetites, 
out these are only the raw materiaf of desire, as sensa- 
tion may be said to be the raw material of perception. 
So soon as we become conscious of them as elements 
which compete for the determination ^of our conduct, 
they have ceased to be mere appetites in becoming 
desires, just as the sensation of which we are. conscious 
as ah element in knowledge is no longer a mere 
sensation, but an object;- of perception. 

(2) As there can be no desire without the cbnscious 
activity of thought or reason, so there can be no activity 
in a thinking or rational self (as we understand such 
activity) without desire.* The idea that there can could 
only have arisen in the confusion just criticis^ between 
appetite and desire. It is perfectly true that reason may 
oppose the blind impulses of animal appetite, and that 
such opposition must always be the first step in the 
moral life. But this does not mean that the rational life 
is therefore the life which is undetermined by desire, but 
that it is the life which is habitually regulated with a 
view to the satisfaction of the higher or more universal 
as opposed to the lower or more particulftr desires. Even 
in i£s highest and apparently purest manifestations, as, for 

^ f 

• Kant, it should be noticed, just saved himself frdJn the psyeSS: 
logical heresy of supposing that there oai^ by conceiviiig of the law of 
reason as itself an object of supreme interest stimulating to action 
by the feeling of reverence. 
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instance, in the search for truth, reason is determined by 
interest, by feeling and desire. The rational life, 
in such a case, consists not in acting independentTy# jy 
desire,— this is impossible,— but in subordinating the 
lower or more particular desires (r^., the desire to 
amass ^wealth for oneself and family) to the higher 
and more universal the discovery of truth and 
the benefit pf the species). 

(3) If it be asked according to what law or principle 
thisrf-elative subordination of desires is to be effected, if 
not according to the principle, laid down by the theory 
criticised, of determination by reason alone, we ' arc 
brought back to the question of our present investiga- 
tion, — the question of the standard of the relative 'merit 
or value of conduct. Wthout yet attempting to sum- 
marise rmr results upon the whole question, I may 
Jbere point out that even from the idde of the lower 
life of the so-called animal appetites, we are not left 
without a witness. For these appetites, es'cn in the 
lower animals, are not the blind chaos of lawless demerits 
which the theory we are considering supposes them to 
be. They are already organised according to a law 
reason of their own,— the law, namely, of the subordin- 
ation of those^ which are less important for the ends of 
the individual or the species (if you like, the lower) to 
those Avhich are more important (if you like, the higher). 
It is not, of course, meant that the life of the loweranim.ils 
or of man in his " natural ’’state is e.\plicitly rational, but 
that the so-call§d “ animal imptilscs” themselves da not 
present us with a chaos of disorderly elements, but 
''^eady conititute’a system, in which a relative subordin- 
ation to an implicit end is distinctly traceable. How 
this end*is to be defined is as much a question for 



Ethics 


m 

'biology as for ethics. It may at this point be described, 
in biological language, as adaptation to environment, csr 
the establishment of equilibrium between function and 
the field in which it is called upon to act.* To pursue 
this end in one fam or another is the law of afl sentient 
life. Tjje difference between man and the lower orders 
of creation is not that law, which is only implicit reason, 
first manifests itself in him, but tfiat he ,first becomes 
aware of it as such j or, as it is sometimes expressed, 
reason first becomes aware of itself in him. It is, ol 
course, true that in becoming conscipus of himself as 
subject to this law, or as called upon to realise this end 
man has lost his primitive innocence, — he has eaten ol 
the free of knowledge,, and ktmos good and evil. But 
this does not mean th^t he has to evolve the law ol 
duty and of right from his own inner- conscioushess. It 
only means that he is henceforth called upon to pursue 
consciously the end which sub-human nature pursues 
unconsciously, to make explicit in his own life the 
reason already implicitly contained in it. ^ 

(4) Hence the end or standard of good action cannot be 
the suppression of the desires, but co-ordination of them 
as each in its place capable of contributing to realise the 
end of the wjjole, yet strictly subordinate ,to it. Such is 
the constitution of human life, that the satisfaction of the 
higher desires is only possible by means of the relative 
satisfaction of the lower. ' Thus the gratification of the 
desire for knowledge, to revert to our previous example, 
is only possible in anyrsociety, and, in a sense, by any 

^ r 

* The question whether this equilibrium is' that of- the parlicEijE. 
individual, or of the tribe or species whether ifis indindual or 
social}, will come up in another form at a later stage in this 
analysis. 
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individual, on condition that the more primary instii*ct 
i-o acquire property and secure the means of subsisterfce 
has been satisfied. Hence it is that even the'lqvftr 
desires bring with them their own justification. T'he 
function of reason is not to eliminate, but to transfo™ 
them. 

* On the subject of^s section, see Bradley, op. at.. Essay I'^- > 
and for exhai)|tive criticism of Kant, who, although in his confl"' 
sions he goes beyond the onesidedness of his premises, has worW 
out tlus view more fully and systematically than any one elsd 
modlem philosophy. Caiid, op. eU., Vol. II., Book II., ch. ii., fsp. 
pp. 202-9, 226-8. ,Cp. Dewey, at, pp. S4-96, also pp. 23, H i 
Mflchenaie, op. eit., pp. 57-70. 
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CHAPTER III. 

• II f. 

EVOLUTIONARV HEDONISM. 

§ 60 . Utilitariaiiisni and Evolution. 

The utilitarian theory ias recently been taken up by 
some of the leading exponents of biological ei^olution, 
chiefly Mr. Herbert Spencer, and has from them received 
a new form, which we must next consider. It is important 
to observe the precise point of divergence between the 
newer and the older form of the pleasure theory. The 
objections urged against the latter, e.g., by Mr.*' Spencer, 
do not concern the nature of the end, or that which, in 
the'last resort, is the standard of value in moral judgments. 
This is still the same. “ No school," says that writer, 
“ can avoid taking for the ultimate moral ailn a desirable 
state of feeling, called by whatever name, gratification, 
enjoyment, happiness. Pleasure, somewhere, at some 
time, to some being or beings, is an inexpugnable element 
in the conception.” * But while this is srf, the presuppos- 
ition? on which the oldS- form of utilit^ianism rested, 
and the method which it employed, are tho/ight to IT" 
open to serious objection. 

Data of Ethics^ § 13. Cp. Appendix, p. 307 (sth ed.). 
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. Thus, it is pointed out that the older form is founded 
sn an erroneous conception of man’s nature. The 
writers who founded and developed utilitarianism, Tn.ig ' 
earlier forms, started from a conception of the relation of 
the individual to his social environment which, in wew 
of the results now established, is quite iin m n ahie. (i) n 
regards society as an aggregate of individuals, mechanically' 
cohering, lilje atom*s*or molecules in inorganic matter. 
The weakness of this point of view became obvious when 
the question was asked how the atoms or molecules of 
which society, on this theory; consists, came together at 
all. It was to meet this question that recourse was had 
by earlier writers to the m3rlh of the “ Social Contract," 
according to which individuals, who had previous]y*lived 
in isolation, at length came together; and in order to 
secure the greater, good of self-preservation, contracted 
themselves out of their natural rights to freedom and 
equality. (2) Corresponding to this conception of society 
as an aggregate of homogeneous units, we have the con- 
ception of fixed and equal " lots ” of happiness. " We 
must conceive of happiness ” (according to this theory) 
“as a kind of emotional currency, capable of being 
calculated and distributed in ' lots,’ which have a certain 
definite value^ independently of any special taste of the 
individual. . . . Pains and pleasures can be handed 
about like pieces of money, and we have simply to 
calculate how to gain a maximum of pleasure and a 
minimum of pain.”^ (3) It looks at society as static. 
The atoms are relatively constat. It is true that rfhey 
according to the circumstances of birth and educa- 
^n; but these v^iations are, as it were, accidental and 

* Leslie Stephen, Science of EiMcs, p. 360. Cy. Spencer’s criticism 
of the Benthamite formula, of. cit., pp. 220 folL 
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ndividual. On the aggregate, they remain th 6 same. 
^4) The happiness or pleasure, to cause and distributp 
:7ljicf»i so as to secure the greatest amount to the 
^eatest number is the moral end, is similarly conceired 
if as relative only, to the capacities of individuals static- 
lUy considered. Its main features are fixed by the 
:onstitufion of human nature as at present empirically 
mown to us.* 

§ 61. The Organic View of Human Society corrects 
these Errors. ' 

For this " atomic theory*^” of human nature and happi- 
aess, modem science has substituted the organic. Go 
back; it teaches, as far as you will, in the history of the 
race or of the individual, you never come to anything 
bat in any degree corresponds to tpe “ indiiidual ’’ of 
;he older theories. We never know roan but as. a 
member of some kind of sodety. He not only exists in 
a society, but is what he is in virtue of his relation to it. 
The connection between the individual and society is 
not merely external and mechanical, but internal and 
oi^am’c. All that makes him what he is, all his powers 
of mind and body, are inherited, i.e., come to him from 
a previous state of society. The instincts and desires 
which are the springs of his actions presuppose some 
sort of organised society of family and tribe as the field 

* It must not be supposed that all the older school of Utilitarians 
are equally responsible for these errors. J. S. Mill is clearly conscious 
of spfue of these defects in thf earlier doctrine, and points them ont 
tvith admirable lucidity in his suggestive essay pn Benthata (Essays 
asid Dissertations, Vol.1.). Here, as in other parts ofhisphUoso^>'y, 
the great interest that attaches to Mill’s writings is #ae to the fact 
that he has outgrown formula: with which, however, he prmot make 
up his mind to part. 
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ai their satisfaction. The education which he receives 
<s only possible by means of such social institutions as 
language, the family, the school, the workshop." Tffc 
prizes, he wins in battle, the property he acquires in 
trade, can only be secured to him in virtue of some form 
of socjal law and social justice, however rudimentary.* 
In a word, his life takes its form at every point from 
the relation Jn which^e stands to his social environment. 

All this is expressed in the scientihc doctrine which 
has.superseded the myth of the social contract as the 
ground of expiration of tha phenomena of morals and 
politics.* “A full perception of the truth,” says Mr. 
Leslie Stephen^ “that society is not a mere aggregate, 
but an organic growth,— that it forms a whole thB laws 
of whose ^owth can be studied apart from those of 
the individual atom, — supplies the most characteristic 
postulate of modern speculation.” “Society, in fact, is 
a structure, which by its nature implies a certain fixity in 
the distribution and relations of classes. Each man is 
found witli a certain part of the joint framework, which 
is made of flesh and blood instead of bricks or timber, 
but which is not the less truly a persistent structure.”* 

* I speak in the text as though scientihc wiitei^had an equal hold 
of the notion that society is an organism, and expounded it with 
equal insight. As a matter of feet, a history of the doctrine would 
show that ryriters greatly differ in these respects. Mr. Spencer, 
who might he said to have been the founder of it, holds it with a 
feeble grasp (see D. G. Ritclue’s criticisms. Principles of Slate Inter- 
ference, 1 , and II.), and expounds it {/Essays, Vol. I.), in an evicmal 
way, as though i> weijs an interesting “analogy” or metaphor. 

the othe* hand,*Mr. Stephen, as quoted in the text, has^ made 
a great advofice on* all jjrevious statements of this truth in this 
country. • 

f Leslie Stephen's Science of Ethics, pp. 29, 31. 
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But society is not only an organism in the sense that 
the form of the individual life is determined by his rela^ 
tfon to the whole, as the- various members are by their 
relation to the body,* but in the sense that, like other 
oi^nisms, it grows and develops by reaction upon its 
'environnient. This growth is a simultaneous process of 
differentiation and integration, the ^structure acquiring 
greater complexity, and the individuals becoming more 
dependent upon one another. The end of the process 
is expressed in various ways as “increase,” “develop- 
ment,” "greatest totality,” of life. “Evolution,” says 
Mr. Spencer, “ reaches its limit when individual life is 
the greatest, both in length and breadth,^ 

Filially, the law of social evolution is the law of evolu- 
tion in other fields ; that society survives which, owing 
to the constitution of its parts and members, ahd their 
faithfulness in the discharge of their individual functions, 

, is best adapted to its environment. It is the pressure 
of the environment {t.g., of one tribe upon another in 
the struggle for existence) which explains th/: surwval 
of those communities in which conduct is best adapted 
to«the end of social preservation, f.e., furthers the health 
and strength of the tribe or nation. Hence, “social 
evolution meaps the evolution of a strong; social tissue; 
the best type' is the type implied by the strongest 
tissue.” t 

■When these results are applied to the theory of pleasure, 

* “ 'We might as well r^atd the members o7 our own body os 
animdls,” says Mr. James 'Ward, “as suppose man is man apart 
from humanity.” . ' _ 

t Mr. Stephen prefers "social tissue” to “ social otganisr^’ 
because a nation has not the unity of thp hi^ier or^nisms. It is 
limited by external circumstances, not, like them, by idtemal con- 
stitutioiL See op. cit., ch. iiL, § $it 
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and of\noral judgment founded upon it, they are seen 
tp imply important consequences. Pleasure is seen to 
depend, not upon the constitution of the indiwduai 
considered as an isolated atom, but upon the " organic 
balance ”• of the individual’s own instincts, as this is 
determined by his relations to society. “ Pleasure is not 
a sepaftte thing, independently of his special r)rganisa- 
tion. . . . Each instiiKt, for example, must have its turn, 

I and their respective provinces must be determined by the 
general organic balance. We may undoubtedly point out 
that certain modes of conduct produce pain, and others 
pleasure ; and this is a prirnd-fade reason, at least, for 
avoiding one and accepting the other. But, again, some 
pains imply a* remedial process, while others imply 
disease; and the conduct which increases them may 
therefore either be wise or foolish in the highest degree.” * 

Similarly, the fact of growth and evolution in the social 
organism involves a revision of our conception of hap- 
piness. Development implies the acquisition of new 
instincts and desires. Hence the happiness (resulting 
from the Satisfactions of desires) which satisfies at one 
stage ceases to satisfy at another. “Happiness itself 
changes as the society develops, and we cannot compare 
the two societies at different stages, as if they were 
more or less Efficient machines for obtainihg an identical 
product.” 

§ G 2 . On the Utilitarian ^Theory Moral Laws are 
Umpirical Oenerallsations. 

Hence the further criticism dF the method recogfiised 
b/'*utilitari£|pism' liia£ it is empirical. Morality is a gene- 
ralisation founded on^ collated instances fi:om ordinary 

* Sdmee af Ethics, p. 365. 
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experience as to the best means of producing the greatest 
sum-total of pleasure. To ^evoludonist, on the other 
h'and, 'morality is the co ndition o f heal th in the org anism. 
It is “ the definition of some of the most important quali- 
ties of the social organism.” “The moral law defines a 
'property of the social tissue” *— the property thamakes 
for its hekth. The im peratives , “ Thou shalt not steal,’’ 
"Thou shalt not commit adultery, ”'are not t p be justifie d 
on the ground that the greatest happiness to ourselves 
and others may be shown by appeal to experieno? to 
result from obeying them .(this may or^may not be so 
demonstrable), but on the g round that they are essenti al 
to .the vitality and efficiency of the organism. “ This 
repreJents the real difference behveen the utilitarian and 
the evolutionist criterion. The one lays down as a 
criterion the happiness, the other the health, ^ of the 
society.” 

The hvo are not, however, really opposed. On 
the contrary, the health of society is only valuable as 
the condition of its happiness. The difference between 
evolutionary ethics and Hedonism is not in the ultimate 
end they severally recommend, but in the proximate one. 
It does not concern the object to be reached by man, but 
the method of reaching it. The end is fjappiness, but 
that is best attained by keeping it in the backgtonnd, 
and fixing attention upon the conditions. “M'hile I 
admit,” says Mr. Spencer,t “that happiness is the ulti- 
mate end to be contemplated, I do nqt admit that it 
shouJd be the proximatfr.end. ... I conceive it to be 
the business of moral science to deduce ‘from the laws,^f 
life and the conditions of existence whiSt kin^s of action 

• Science of Ethics, pp. t48, r6S. 

t Data of Ethics, 5 at. 
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necessMy tend to produce happiness, and what Hnil s to 
produce unhappiness. Having done this, its deductions 
are to be recognised as laws of conduct, and are 'to.bh 
conformed to irrespective of a direct estimation of happi- 
ness or misery." Finally, as illustrations of the blunders 
into which the , application of an empirical or direct 
methofl may lead us, Mr. Spencer has drawn up a 
formidable list of nSiStaken efforts at legislation for the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number within the 
past^few decades.* 

So far we have the critid^ of the older utilitarians 
by their evolutionist brethren of to-day. ■ Let us now ex- 
amine the value of the criticism, and the position which 
the critics have left to themselves. • 

§ 63. .Importance of theory of Evolution in the 
' Eield of Ethics. 

The value of the results which issue from the applica- 
tion of the theory of evolution in the field of ethics can 
hardly be overrated. To mention a few of the gains 
that we <f»e more or less directly to it, we may note 
that : — , 

(i) It makes individualistic presuppositions untenable. 
It shows the theories already criticised to be as unten- 
able from a biblogical as we have seen thafthey are from 
an ethical point of view. These theories in all their 
forms are individualistic, w., the self whose satisfaction 
is the ethical end is conceived of as isolated, or at any 
rate as not es&ntially related to society. Thus^the 
Cyrenaics, white urging the pfeasures of social inter- 
co'lSse, tooli^ care to add that one was to practise the art 
’ of living together. “like a stranger.” The Epicureans 

* See The Man versus The State, pp. 7 foil. (8tli ed.). 
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extolled in this respect fnendship. the most snVjectire 
and accidental of all sodal bonds.* The same defect 
Tfjr^lj : needs illnstiation from modern Hedonism. In 
the older forms, as in Hobbes, t the self is one Trhose 
satisfaction may npt only be attained independently of 
society, but is actually crossed 'in its completeness by 
the mdstence of society. In later Hedonism wc have 
already seen the shifts to arhich iti supporters are re- 
duced, to stretch their egoish'c basis so as 'to cover the 
facts of ordinary morality and serial life. 

The same feature app^ in all the forms of the 
opposite theoiy vrith which we made a passing acquaint- 
ance in discussing “ duty for duty’s sake.” The Cynic 
and the Stoic aimed at being independent of the social, 
as of other iiistincts an6 desires, the former deFbeiately 
cultivating a form of uhsociableness which has passed 
into a byword, the latter living in times when social 
and political life no longer offered scope for Ae higher 
aspirations of the soul, and men were forced to seek m 
the inner life for the satisfaction that the world denied 
them. Similarly the " world " with which thd Christian 
ascetic waged war included the. relationships of family, 
societj', and state; and even to Kant, society is the 
field of the reign of interests hostile to true self-. 
determination.J 

* See Erdmann's Sistcry cf Phihzcfhy, Vol. I., pp. oo', 1S5. 

t “Who starts from the mdom kcjr.o kemini 

i Of coarse it is impossible to secure the independence aimed at 
by those who adopted ihb qttitndc. Diogenes, howerer poorly he 
thonght of society, was glad, at any rate, to hare the conttssl, only 
possible by means of it, belwr'en himself and others, ^imton StJStes 
does not appear to have be a indifferent to ^e adriiration of by- 
standers. In the nobler forms of the theoty, nouib^ in Kant's 
philosophy, its indMdnaI!.=m is always on the verge of breaking down. 



Evolutionary Hedonism 145 

, On%ach and all of these theories, society is conceived 
,of as consisting of a mechanical union of mutually 
repellent particles, each of which pursues an end fo 
which the others stand at best as means. On the other 
hand, the individuals are conceived, of as independent 
of society, and only submitting to its restraints on the* 
fuller Bfe they might otherwise enjoy, in virtue* either of 
necessity or of the*^eater general security to the vital 
interests of persons and property that it brings. 

Ajnid much confusion (to be shortly referred to), 
evolutionist writers have heljjed to bring home the truth 
that the “self,” whose satisfaction upon these theories is 
in one form or another the end, is an abstraction, J^o ' 
attempt to define it in terms of its individual nature as only 
accidentally related to society can henceforth succeed. 

(a) Jif shows hotg moral ideas have had a history. Its 
contribution to the proper understanding of the history 
of moral judgments and of forms of virtue has been 
not- less valuable. Just as the application of scientific 
ideas, in the field of sociology makes the older forms, 
both of naturalistic and rationalist theories of the end, 
untenable, so the application of the historic method 4to 
the theory of conscience, and the forms which morality 
takes in different countries and times, puts Intuitionalism* 

* Mr. Spencer professes to have reconciled scientific with intni- 
tionalist etMcs. “ The erolation hypothesis enables ns to reconcile 
opposed moral theories. . . . For ... the doctrine of innate poweis 
of moral perception becomes congraous with the utilitarian doctrine, 
when it is seen that preferences and aversions are rendered organic 
by inheritance of the effects of pleastwable and painful experitoces 
in niogenitors,”— o/J^Wcs, p. 124 ; see whole passage, with 
■ whSi c/. Soc^l Staties, Intiodncdofl (and see Dewey, ey. at, p. dp). 
This kind of ncondliatiou reminds one of the cyme’s witty interpre- 
tation of th# maimer in which the lion and the lamb shall lie down 
together, according to prophecy. 
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out of court In view of the facts brought forward, it 
fan po longer be maintained that the judgments dT 
conscience are innate and underived principles, related 
to the circumstances only as the field in which effect 
is to be given to them. They are shown to be vitally 
related to the stage of development at which thCfSOciety 
whose morality they represent has„grrived, and to have 
had a history in time like all other forms cof conscious 
life. The "relativity” of the standard will be the 
subject of a future chapter, and need not further detain 
us here. '' r 

(3) It throws new light on the place of pleasure in 
eiliics. A flood of fresh light has been shed on the place of 
pleasure in biological en'olution, and on the physiological 
causes which have led to its being, as we have already 
defined it to be, the "feeling of self-rfealisedness.” It is 
shown that, inasmuch as creatures tend to persist in 
pleasurable activities, those will tend to survive in the 
struggle for existence in which pleasurable activities are 
in harmony with the environment, and therefore tend to 
further life j those, on the other hand, will tend to perish 
in which pleasurable activities are hostile to the organ- 
ism by being unsuited to its environment. In this way 
pleasure, on the whole, will come to be the accompani- 
ment of activities which tend to the survival, pains of 
actiwties which tend to the destruction of the organism. 
In man that which corresponds to the former species 
of activities is, of course, moral conduct j that which 
corffesponds to the lattef, immoral conduct. Whence it 
follows that moral conduct tends t6 be'^accompanied^'by 
pleasure, immoral conduct by pain.* ,The gain to ethics 


* See Data of Ethics, § 33. 
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generally from this account of pleasure is to be measured 
by the strength of the tendency, which has asserted itself 
in all ages, to regard pleasure as a delusion of sense, dnd 
by its nature hostile to the moral life. Evolutionist 
miters have done good service in shofiring not only that 
pleasuig and happiness are commonly the sign (jf normal 
and healthy activity, ]jut also tend to promote it, and so 
to increase fiie vitality and efficiency of the organism. 

• § 64. Sifficulties in Evolutionary Ethics. 

(i) The Hedonistic hypotkdtis which it favours finds no 
supfort in biology. The difficulties and questions which 
this theory raises centre round the uncritical alliance 
which it has formed with the pleasure theory (see p. 125). 
The Hedonistic assumption is eo confidently embraced 
by Mr. Spencer, tttat it might be supposed diat biology 
had brought new facts to ite support We may» there- 
fg£e, first ask whether biology has brought to light any 
new facts which might support the main contention of 
pyschological Hedonism that pleasure is the only thing 
desired. Now, so far is this from being the case, that the 
conclusions of biology go on all fours with the resuSs 
of our previous criticism of this theory. They show that 
i mpulse and desire precede the feeling of«pleasure , and 
not vice versd. Pleasure indeed follows upon successful 
effort: it is the sign of it J but the impulse or desire to 
e.i:etcis& the (unctian. precedes and conditions the plea- 
sure, not vice versd. In human life the object gives us 
pleasure, in the first instance, bftause we desire it j sft do 
notfdesire it because It gives us pleasure.* We may, oi 

* This is the explanation of the so-caUed " paradox of Hedonim," 
viz, that thS only way to secure pleasure is not to aim at it (see 
Mill’s AutoMogfxiphy, p. 142). » » reaUy its reflitation. For an 
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course, make the pleasure our object. We may use the 
y gang (f.g., of taste and digestion) in order to enjoy 
thtf pleasure of the exercise of their functions. And no 
harm will be done so long as a pernicious habit is not 
contracted. In thfe latter case Nature will on occasions 
' show hen disapproval of this, which is, in the std<ft sense 
of the word, a "preposterous” u^e of the organ, by 
impairing, perhaps destroying, it altogether, r. 

Nor can it be replied that, though desire must precede 
the feeling of pleasure, yet desire itself is the result ef felt 
uneasiness, and is therefore; even its mo?t primitive form, 
an effort to escape from pain.* For the natural instinct 
or 4onging is itself again the condition of the felt pain, 
not vice versd. It is, of course, true, as we have already 
seen,t that the “tension” between the pain of the present 
state and the pleasure of the anticipated realisation of 
the object desired, is an element in the phenomenon 
of desire, and that this tension may itself be said to 
be predominantly painful. What is maintained, however, 
is, that this pain is in the case of instincts and natural 

appetites conditional upon them, and not vice versi; 

c 

early statement of this truth, see Butler’s Sermons, XI. : “That all 
particular appetites and passions ate tou'uids external things them- 
selves, distinct frfln pleasure arising from them”i& manifest from 
hence; that there couid not be this pleasure were it not for that 
prior suitableness between the object and the passion : there couid 
be no enjoyment or deiight from one thing more tlian another, from 
eating food more than from srnillowing a stone, if there were not an 
affection or appetite to one thing more than another.” See also 
Hume's Inquiry eonceniing tne Principles of Morals, Appendix I. 
fin. On the paradox of Hedonism see Bradley, '0/. eit,, pp. pitibll. 

' As Locke {Essay concerning Unman Understanding, II., 21, 
§ 29 foil., 2nd ed.) and the modem Pessimist'eonteno. Cp. Ward, 
lee. cit., p. 74. 

t See pp. 48, 1 19, 
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while iR the case of fully developed desire it tends to he 
luperseded in the field of consciousness by objective 
ends bearing a qualitative relation to the subject witg 
whose good they are for the moment identified. Escape 
from paih is of course a possible motive of action, but {t 
is emphatically not a normal one, and in the case of tl\e 
higher desires can hardly be said to have a place at all. 

(2) On th* Hedonistic assumption, "Increase of Life" 
cannot be proved to be desirabk. But setting this psychtj. 
logiqal question aside, and admitting that there m^y 
be other objects of desire besides personal pleasure, jt 
is still contended by the supporter of the view und^r 
discussion that, the ultimate end which all seek is Jbe 
greatest pleasure. What gives value to that “ increase 
of life " which, as the end of evolution, is to be the pof. 
tion of the “completely adapted man in the completely 
evolved society,” is the increase of pleasure which jt 
brings with ft. 

^Now, in reference to this contention, it might be asked 
whether, ^s a matter of fact, this “ increase of life " dots 
bring increase of happiness. Are the more highly devep 
oped nations and individuals “happier” than the la^s 
developed ? It might indeed be argued that the great^i 
the variety of,powers and capacities devdoped in mail, 
kind, the greater the capacities of enjoyment. But that fa 
just the point that is contested; and, as is well known, an 
influential philosophy has been built upon the opposite 
theory, that “he that increaseth knowledge increaseth 
sorrow.” Without subscribing^to Pessimism,** we»may 
fairiy doubt vdiether more highly developed powei^ 

of mind al!d conscience necessarily bring with thein 

• • 

* 'Which,»as has been wittily observed, " if it be trad, differs frota 
other truths by its uselessness.” 
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increase of happiness. It is quite certain that I'aey are 
apt to throw the individual or the nation possessing thenj 
Intp Situations where the sacrifice of happiness seems to 
be required; so that, as Mr. Stephen admits, to exhort 
a man to virtue jpay be "to exhort him to acquire a 
• faculty which will, in many cases, make him less fit than 
the less 'moral man for getting the greatest amOunt of 
happiness from a given combinatiOif of circumstances.” 
And generally it may be questioned whether, besides the 
two dimensions of life which Mr. Spencer mentions as 
belonging to it at its highest development, “ length and 
breadth,”* there is not a third, viz., de^th, which, what- 
ever we are to say of the others, may be a minus quan- 
tity a? regards pleasure, and anything tliat could go by 
the name of happiness.^ 

Nor can it be said in reply that the pain which such 
highly developed types involve is the result of social 
maladjustment, which ex hypothesi is excluded in a 
society where a perfect equilibrium between functw. 
and environment has been established. For, again, 
this hypothesis is open to grave doubt. Can it be 
sljown that progress is towards such a state of stable 
equilibrium? Is such a “completely adapted man” as 
Mr. Spencer supposes + a possible conception? That 
progress mean'k the establishment of equilibrium between 

• Data of Ethics, p. 25, 

t "Odd,” says the doctor in Margaret Deland's clever novel 
Sydney, “that it is the sight of trouble which makes me want to 
live ipore earnestly ; for the deeper you live, the more trouble you 
have. But I suppose trouble is u man's birthright, and instinct 
makes him seek it.” Cp, passage quoted'fron: Romola, in GrSfen’s 
Prokg. to Ethics, p. 404 n. ^ 

See the whole chapter on “Absolute and Relative Ethics” in 
Data of Ethics, with which may be compared the earlia and more 
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pver h^her and more differentiated functions in society 
^nd the individual is undoubted j but it is equally un- 
doubted that in each case the equilibrium is established 
only to be broken into again by new forces which have 
to be equilibrated, new difference^ that have to be 
reconciled. Of an absolute and final equilibrium of the* 
kind demanded, from which pain and conflict will be 
excluded, evolution* Knows nothing. The only analogue 
to it in na{Lre is death. Where there is life there is 
progress. In death alone (individual or national) there 
is final equilibrium. Here a|one there is no change and 
development in*the organism, requiring readjustment to 
an environment which is different because the orgamsm 
is different. In regard to social progress, we ha»-e no 
warrant for believing that indindual aspiration after a 
higher form of life^ than the environment admits of will 
not keep pace with the progress already attained, and 
.'hat struggle and sacrifice, with the pain that they involve, 
'till not be the permanent portion of the more highly 
developed, *.«. the more moral, individuals.* 

But even though we admit the possibility of a society 
so completely adapted to its environment, and consistijig 
of wills so completely harmonised with one another, that 
every element of pain, even that expressed by the word 
obligation,t mil disappear, it might still*be questioned 

uncompromising statement of the same doctrine, Saaal Statics, 
Part I., ch. L For a criticism of it see Bradley's Appearance and 
Reality, pp. 421-2; Sidgwick's Methods of Ethics, Book 1 ., ch. ii., 
§ 2, and art. in Mind, XVIII., pj. 222-6. See also p. JS2 «. 
below. 

■^The above argument must not be interpreted as intended to 
prove that ^velopqent is not desirable, but merely that, on the 
Hedonistic hypothesis, it is not possible to prove its desirableness. 

t See Data of Ethics, § 46 fin. 
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whether such a society is one which man, m man, cam 
take as his ideal. If it be true that man by his nature' 
is pro^essive, that the strain and accompanying un- 
pleasantness of the endeavour to realise himself^ in ever 
higher forms is a ntcessary element in his life and not 
"merely a ;transitoiy accident; if it be true that it i^of the 
essence of man to be ^ r 

"hurled 

From change to change unceasingly. 

His soul's wings never furled,” — 

then the scientific Utopia oP Mr. Spencej may prove, as 
a moral ideal, to be as uninviting and inoperative as the 
economic paradise of M. Godin** or Mr. Pellamy, or the 
"Novfnere” from which- Mr. Monis brings us news.t 
( 3 ) Defect of Method J/avhig its source in failure to 
distinguish Science of Causes and Science of Ends. A 
third and more serious question is suggested by the 
claim that is put forward by evolutionary ethics to be 
“ rational,” as opposed to the older form of utilitarianism,' 
which is “empirical. ”4: For when we inquire ^what the 
critics have to say in turn of the evolutionists’ theory, 
werfind that this is precisely the objection which they 

* See Gronlund’s criticism, Our Destiny, ch. i., § 8. 
f Besides the other advance (mentioned p. 139 w.) which marks 
Mr. Stephen’s presentation of evolutionary ethics, it possesses the 
further advantage over Mr. Spencer's in relegating absolute or U topian 
ethics to the lumber-room of ethical speculation. “The attempt 
to establish an absolute coincidence between virtue and happiness 
is in ethics what the attempting to square the circle or to discover 
perpetCial motion is in geometry or mechanics ” (Sciaice of Ethics, 
p. 430). Mr. Alexander [Moral Order and.Pro^ress, pp. 266 fall.) 
criticises it even more severely, as founded. on a misranception of 
the meaning of “adaptation to environment ."— Ethical Studies, 
p. 84 «. 

} Data of Ethics, 1st Ed., p. 312, and elsewhere. 
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«rgea|ainst it : it is empirical or experimental, as opposed 
•to the view which they themselves support.* 

In order to understand the force of this objection 't 
is necessary to inquire more precisely than we have 
hitherto* done into what is meant ‘by the claim put 
forward by the evolutionist writers to have advanced" 
beyond empiricism^ and to have set morality on a rational 
basis. Mr.^ Spencer is at pains to explain his meaning. 
As opposed to early or empirical science, he points out 
tha& all developed science may be characterised as a 
priori or rational, “if the A-awing of deductions from 
premisses positively ascertained by induction is to be so 
called.” He illustrates the distinction from the case of 
astronomy : “ During its early stqges, planetary astronomy 
consisted of nothing more tl^^n accumulated observa- 
tions r&pecting the positions and motions of the sun and 
planets, from which accumulated observations it came 
by-and-by to be empirically predicted, with an approach 
*t? truth, that certain of the heavenly bodies would have 
certain positions at certain times. But the modern 
science of planetary astronomy consists of deductions 
from the law of gravitation, — deductions showing why^he 
celestial bodies wrerrarrijv occupy certain places at certain 
times. Not^ the kind of relation which thus exists 
between ancient and modern astronomy is analogous to 
the kind of relation which I conceive exists between 
the expediency morality, and moral science properly so 
called.” The distinction here referred to is familiar to 
the student of logic-t A sin^ler instance of it 4 s the 

See SofteyV EthUs of Nattiralhm, di. ix. ; Courtney's Con- 
slruttive Ethics, p. 273, and elsewhere. ' 
f Sec especially Mill’s Logic, Book III., ch. ix. 
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difference between tbe discovery by <toect expe/iment, 
e.g., upon a billiard ball, that two forces of a givenr 
lEagnifiide acting upon it at a given angle to one 
another produce movement bearing a certain uniform 
relation to their respective direction and amoilnt, and 
'the inference, drawn from the known law of the effect 
of each of the forces taken singly, as to what will fie the 
law of their joint effect. The foAaer is an empirical 
generalisation, the latter is a deduction. 

Now it is to be observed that this distinction ^lies 
within the field of what are /:ommonly called the natural 
sciences, i.e., the sciences which deal with the laws of 
causal connection between natural phenomena. It refers 
to different modes of arriving at these laws. By the term 
empirical is meant the method of simple observation, 
without analysis of the phenomenon updei investigation 
into its constituent elements ; by the term deductive, 
ratiocinative, or a priori, the method which proceeds 
from the real or supposed laws of the action of ea<!5P 
constituent taken separately to deduce the law^ of their 
action when combined. 

P,ut there is another sense of the word “ empirical " 
in which it is applied to those sciences which deal with 
efficient causes, i.t., with results effected by a vis a tergo, 
as opposed to t£ose which deal with ends or final causes 
— with the effects of the thought or idea of a terminus . 
ad quern. In this sense all the sciences, which deal with 
phenomena as such, are empirical ; those, on the other 
hand,,. which deal with pb.enomena as intended, i.e., as 
consciously conceived in reference to an -end, are teleo- 
logical or rational. Instances of the former fre physics • 
and biology in all their branches; instances,, of the 
latter, ethics, politics, and the theory of art, knowledge. 
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and teligion. This all-important distinction has not 
been sufficiently recognised by evolutionist ■writers. 
Entangling themselves at the outset with the Sssuui^- 
tion that the actions of men are determined," like 
those of animals, by pleasures and^pains as by ^cient 
causes, instead of by the idea of an end, i.e., by a final 
cause* they have confilsed the issue, and are sfill open to 
the charge of being^mpirical, though in a different and 
more serioTis sense. “ The doctrine of evolution itself,” 
it ^as been well said, “ when added to empirical morality, 
only widens our view of the old landscape — does not 
enable us to pMs from * is ’ to ' ought,’ or from efficient 
to final cause^ any more than the telescope can point 
beyond the sphere of spatia quantity.” * • 

We have already seen how the moral laws which 
are the “ data 0^ ethics ” can only spring from such 
a conception of an end. We have further seen how 
such an end must be a personal good, i.e., the realisa- 
IJon or satisfaction of the self. Lastly, we have seen 
how this satisfaction cannot be sought in any mere 
state of feeling. The last result is practically accepted 
by the evolutionist, when he proposes to substitute 
for greatest pleasure the end of “social health” or 
“ increase ' of life." But in rejecting diis element of 
error in the older utilitarianism, he has also dropped the 
element of truth which it represented, viz., that the end 
must be a form ai personal good.t It is perfectly open to 
him to point out, as none have done so admirably, that 


^ Sorley, m). cit.,’^. ij^. Cp. Sidgivick’s art. oa “Mr. Spencer's 
Ethical SyslJSii,” Mind, XVIII. 

For cpticisms founded on this defect see Royce,J?^/r]ftefw^^f/ 
^ Phiksophy, pp. 74-85 ; Dewey, op. 0/., pp. 71-S. 
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the “person” cannot be conceived of as an isolated r 
atom, and that the end cannot be the isolated gratifica- - 
tion'ofany one or of any number of such atoms ; but this 
only means that the “good” of the individual must be 
also a common good. It caimot mean that the ^ood is 
not a personal one. If it does, the theory simply means 
that it is impossible to deduce any nmral law from the 
conception of end, i.e., to have any science of ethics in 
the proper sense. Yet this is precisely the diflSculty in 
which evolutionary ethics, in the writings of its leading 
exponents, has landed us. Our objection to their con- 
clusions is not that they apply evolution to conscience 
andraorahty, or avail themselves of biological conceptions 
in intei^reting the phenpmena of human life in general, 
but that they cling to the empirical point of view, and so 
fail to get the full meaning out of their pwn results? The 
“health,” “vitality,” “adaptation,” or what not, “of the 
social organism,” are valuable formides in helping us to 
define the contents of “the good.” As anything mor'^ 
they are abstractions without relation to the mqfal end. 

What is required to complete the evolutiom'st theory 
is (>!) once and for all to renounce Hedonism and all its 
works ; (2) to add to its empirical demonstration that the 
individual is essentially social a teleological demonstra- 
tion that his good is essentially a common good. In 
a previous . chapter we showed the way in respect to 
the former; the next chapter will deal ^vith the latter 
desideratum. 


R 

Note. 

In iiiustration of the defect of evolntionniy ethics wh^ch is pointed 
out in the text, the important admissions made Uy Mr. Scephen in his 
section on Self-Sacrifice, op, ciC,^ p, 426 onward, may te quoted : 
“ AATien we say to a man, ‘ This is right,’ we cannot also say invariably 
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lidHlVklkaMt (i) That w^k bine Oat dhahappineai of 
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tlic indWdu.il and happiness of others normally coincide, ^et the/ 
are diflercnt, and however near they come to one another, we can' 
ireviy Bj sure that they are one and will follow the same path. 
That which unites them in the good Man “is sympathy, ”j.e. , a feeling. 
(3) Hence, to one who has not the feeling, there is no aii^ment for 
unselfish adherence to fne right which would appear conclusive. To 
'which the reply is, “ Of course not, if the connection between others’ 
happiness and one’s own is a feeling. 'You cannot tell a man he 
might to have this feeling. It is snfificien*. that he has not got it. 

" Ought, " in fact, has disappeared from our vocabulary But what if 
the end is not properly described as happiness, but as well-being or 
good; and the connection between individual and social good is not 
the subjective one of feeling, bijt, as Mr. Stephen inadvertently 
himself suggests, the objective one of “reason"'? Supposing that 
pleasure, whether egoistic or altruistic, is not his end, but that it is in 
virtm of his imiigrattmia/, not in virtue of his fitting sympathy, that 
we appSal to a naan to set aside selfish considerations, we are no longer 
left to seek for “arguments ” to convince him that in folloWng the 
" right " he is securing his own greatest happiness. We do JV>t appeal 
to his sentient nature at all, but to bis reason. Tt is on the ground oS 
his being a rational self, incapable by his very nature of finding satis- 
faction in gratified feeling, that we are justified in setting aside all 
“arguments’’ founded on comparison of pleasures, and appeal!!^ 
directly to an “ought." Apart from this rational self, which can be 
shorm to be essentially social, and therefore only capable of finding 
satisfaction in a eomtnoit good, there can be no categorical imperative 
andrno morality. 

The form into which W. K. Clifford threw the evolutionist doctrine 
marks a stage of advance both upon Mr. Stephen’s and upon Mr. 
Spencer’s statement of it, in that he comes nearer than either to the 
view that right Is founded upon the contrast between a true or 
extended, and a false or constricted self. • In the following passage 
he applies his doctrine of " the tribal self" to solve a similar diffi- 
culty to that which Mr. Stephen discusses above. " ‘ If you want 
to live together in this complicated way' (called society), ‘your ways 
must tie straight, and not aorked ; you must seek the truth, and 
love no lie.' Suppose we answer, ‘ I donlt want to live together 
with other men in this complicated way ; and so I sh^ll not do as 
you tell me,’— that is not the end of the matter; as it rfiight be with 
other scientific precepts. For obvious reasons, it is right in this 
ease to reply, ‘ Then, in the name of my people, I do not like, you,’ 
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.and tc| express this dislike hy appropriate methods. And the 
^offender, being descended irom a social race, is unable to escape 
his consciencei the voice of his tribal self, which says, 'In Ike nacre 
of the tribe, I hate myseif for this treason which 1 have done’" 

' {fisscys and Lectures, “ On the Sdentific Basis of Morals "). We 
have herb got beyond the pleasure theory; we have further 
exchanged the empirical for the teleological point of view, in so fat* 
as the ‘kself ” is made the oentre of interest. All that is wanted is 
to ask what is impliecUt^ the idea of such a self. This, to a certain 
extent, Clifibrd does in his Essay on “Cosmic Emotion," where it 
is shown to imply a consdousness of a universal moral order. His 
early death probably lost us the opportunity of sedng evolutionary 
ethi<3 discarding m fnpria fmona the worn-out raiment of the 
empirical philosophy. 
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chapter I. 

IRiE END As COMMON GOOD. 


J 65 . Sununary of Besults. 

We may now sum up the results which our analysis and 
criticism have hilfierto enabled us to reach :-(i) Ue 
s tondard of morality is primarily an en d, not a law. 
Moral law is valid as flowing from the conception of a 
mbral end, which amnot be mere obedience to law, 
whether supposed to be given by another or by self in 
the form of conscience. (2) The end is an ideaUf a 
self. As all voluntary action has'lonie ioim of gSod 
for its aim, and all consciously conceived good may be 
described as, realisation of self in one fijrra or another, 
conduct which is judged to be absolutely, i.e., morally, 
good is conduct whose end is the highest good, which 
again may be described a^ the realisation of the highest 
self. The summum bonutn is to realise the summus m, 
(3) The ideal self cannot .b& realised in the state of 
ple2sliir"ronscio.usiiess which'TesuIts from the most 
complete sjttisfaction of the desire for pleasure; nor yet 
in the rr^ost complete determination by reason apart 
from all desire; but in the.subordination of the desires 
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accordin g to the law of the self as an org anic unitr. (4). 
Fin3iy,~we have already made some headway, under thco 
lead- of the evolutionist writers, in proving that the self 
as thus defined i^not an isolated atom, but is only 
comprehensible as r. member of a society, whofe moral 
Judgments reflect a moral order already established in its 
environment. But as the prejudice ^inst the concep 
tion of the self as essentially social^ and of moral judg- 
ments as only intelligible in relation to an objective 
moral order, is so inveterate, I shall devote part of ^this 
chapter to its further elucidation, as a preparation for the 
further definition of the end. 

r 

§ 66. Current Sietinction between Self and Society, 

The current opinion* is that, while it requires a meta- 
physician like Hobbes to trace back alf the elements and 
instincts of human nature to the egoistic desire for plea- 
sure, it is yet possible to divide them psychologically i^to*' 
two distinct classes — the egoistic, or self-regarding, and 
the altruistic, or other-regarding. Of the former type we 
hare the instinct of self-preservation and of the acquisi- 
tion of property. Of the latter we have types in bene- 
volence and sympathy. Similarly, there is the obvious 
social distinction between man and the kate, the in- 
dividual and society. On the one hand, we have the 
“rights of man.” The individual is supposed to be born 
into the world with certain natural rights belonging to 
him ras an individual, ^hese are the germ of that 
system of conventional or artificial, rights with whicji in 

* Not unsupported by the highest scientiricrauthonties, as when 
Mr. Spencer represents human nature as the battle-ground of two 
permanently antithetical forces of egoism and altruism. 
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'any civilised country the law courts invest him.* On 

*the other hand, as securing to him the enjoymenj of his 

natural rights by means of the police and the law courts, 

the state has a certain limited right of taxation and 

control over individuals. One of the chief questions 

for tbp political philosopher is, it is suppo5ed,>to define 

the limits which lihf state must observe in interfering 

with the neural rights of individuals. The quintessence 

of wisdom in this field is 'sometimes declared to be 

to ^cognise that, inasmuch as rights belong to man 

natarally and not in virtue *of any connection with the 

artificial organisation of society and state, the state has 

really no business to interfere at all. * 

Xt is not difficult to show <hat these distinctions, 

though relatively valid, as giving us different points of 

view from which it may be useful to look at psychological 

and social facts, ate.- misleading when taken as absolute 

and final. 

' ■» 

§ 67. Belativity of these Sistinotions. 

(i) Egbistic and altruistic passions and desires. Thus, 
in regard to the psychological distinctions refened^to 
* The natural rights of man apparently are liberty, property, 
security, and “ Resistance of Oppresaon." See Declaration of tire 
Rights of Mag, quoted in Faine’s treatise oi^ the same. The 
Declaration of ^ghts in' the Consfitution of the State of California 
further adds the tight of "pursuing and obtaining (I) happiness." 
See Bryce’s American CemmeinoeaUh, 'Vol. II., p. 643. As neces- 
sary corollaries of these some add “ access to the soil ” ; others, 
more generally, ** access to the means of production.” Professed 
socialists might be expected to be fr^ of this individualistic leaven ; 
but ij uppears like a recrudescence of it when a Socialist congress 
(Zurich, 1893) declires against all special legislation for women 
" as an attach upon their freedom and equal rights, as opposed to 
men." Oq individualistic survivals in current socialism see 
Bosanquet’s Civilisalion of Christendom, Lecture on "Socialism 
and Individualism Fhiiesophicaliy Considered,” 
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above between egoistic and altruistic desires, it fi easy* 
to shojv how the thought of self and the thought of 
others cross and interlace one another, in such a 
manner as to leavC us with only a vanishing distinction 
jDetween them. Tfius, nothing seems more individual- 
istic than the desire for life, r rBut the mome;nt we 
think of it, we see how in a ratipnal being it is its 
social significance that makes life valuable ^o him. It 
is doubtful whether in a moment of peril a normally 
constituted individual thinks first, or even at alf, of 
himself, except so far as he is related to others. His 
thoughts fly, e.g.^ to his wife and family. When life is 
empti^ of these relations, i&, when it appears only 
as an egoistic good, it cs no good at all. It is just its 
emptiness of social content that makes life appear so 
worthless to the suicide. r 

On the other hand, the benevolent desire for the good 
of others involves a reference to self. By this it is not 
merely meant, as Professor Bain puts it, that “ sympaffiy 
cannot exist upon the extreme of self-abnegation; . . . 
We must retain a sufficient amount of the self-regarding 
element to consider happiness an object worth striving 
for,”* but that, as has been already so frequently pointed 
out, the object<'of all desire is a personal good. Hence 
it is only as involved in one's own that one can desire 
one’s neighbour's good : it is only as his good enters as 
an element into my conception of my good that I can 
make it an object of desire and volition. 

The inadequacy of suclfa classification of the elements 
of human nature into egoistic and altruistic is further Seen 
in the difficulty which we should have .m classifying the 


Mental and Moral Science, p. 28a, 
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•more Violent forms of passion under either head. Thus 
•love in its purer forms is commonly thought to be 
altruistic emotion, having for its object the gooi of the 
loved object. Yet it may on occasions take forms into 
which rtie good of the loved object does not enter as ai\ 
elem^t.* Similarly rpyenge, which is presumably upon 
this classilication to be set down as an egoistic passion, 
ncvcrthcle|s takes forms which involve the most complete 
self-abnegation.t 

(«) Tftt Individual and Society. In regard to the 
relations of the individual ft> society, it may likewise be 
shown that the independent rights put forward on behalf 
of the individual, by current individualistic theories*, are, 
if taken literally, an arbitrary assumption Wh*ence, if 
may be asked, does the individual derive them? He 
has them, it m.ty be said, by nature (the theory of 
•‘'natural’ rigdts'" seems t'o impiy tttis;’. •*'iWhn, '’ saiif 
Rousseau, "is bom free,"/.^., independent of the laws, 
hUbits, and conventions of society. But this is cer-. 
tainly not the case. The child who comes into the 
world inherits everything he has from a previous stats, 

* In describing Romola's love for her dead father, G. Eliot says . 
"Love docs not aim simply at the conscious good of the beloveq 
object : it is iftt satisfied vithout perfect loyalty of heart ; it aim^ 
at its oivn completeness." 

f Speaking of the pa'sion that consumes Baldassare in the same 
novel, G. Eliot says : " It is the nature of all human passion, the 
lowest as well ns the highest, that there is a point where it ceases t(^ 
be properly egoistic, and is like a fire kindled within out being, tc; 
which everything else in us is mfle fuel." Similarly hatred ha% 
liccS defined as " in,s'cm:d love it is often like love in this, that 
•‘itsecketh (ot its own," duni alteri uoceat sui negtigeas (quoted 
in a similar*connccIion by Hume, Principles of Morals, App. IL). 
Cfi, Butlers Sermons, XL, Martineau, jyfes of Ethical Theory, 
Vol. IL, p. 499. 
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of society. He owes everything he possessor to a 
combination of forces and circumstances (nationali local, 
family influences) over -which he has bad no 
control. It was ft favourite metaphor with the oldei 
individualistic writers to liken the soul of th^e newl} 
'obrn child to a piece of blank paper, on which, by 
means of'^education, anything might be written, and so a 
perfectly independent and original character given to 
the individual. It would be a more apt illustration of 
its true nature to compare it to a word or sentenc^in a 
continuous narrative. The<-soul comes 'into the world 
already stamped with a meaning determined by its 
relation to all that went before, — having, in other words, 
a context in relation to yhich alone its character can be 
understood. It sums up the tendencies and traditions 
of the past out of which it has sprung, — giving them, 
indeed, a new form or expression, inasmuch as it is an 
individual, but only carrying on and developing their 
meaning, and not to be underetood except in relationr’to'' 
them. 

n 

Or it may be said that man acquires these rights by 
edveaiion. Knowledge gives him power, individuality, 
freedom. This, of course, is true, but not in the sense 
that with these advantages he acquires any rights as 
against society. On the contrary, the dependence of 
the individual upon society in the sense claimed is still 
more obvious when we consider what is implied in 
education. Thus it may be pointed out how absurd it 
is tor speak, as is sometiipes done, of a “self-educated 
man.” No one can be said, in any proper sense, to 
educate himself. Nor indeed can any individiial properly 
be said to gain his education from ^another. Parent 
or teacher can only help to open and interpret to 
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•him tfce sources of education. That education has 
4)egun long before it is consciously thought of, and 
goes on long after it is supposed to be completed. 
Intellectually it consists from first towlast in the approp- 
riation of a body of knowledge, n»t contained in the 
mind of any individud^parent or teacher, but diffused 
through the langpage and Uterature of the society 
into which^ the child is born. The child has not 
to make its own ideas about the world, nor has the 
par^t or teacher to make them • for it. In spoken 
language, whic\j is essentially a social institution,’ there 
is already a storehouse of distinctions and generalisa- 
tions which tjfe child begins by appropriating. • Its 
thoughts adapt themselves to tlje mould which Is here 
prepared for them. They wQl ])e accurate and adequate 
in projfortion (a), to the stage of accuracy which the 
language has reached (i.A, the stage of inteilectual 
advance which the society whose language it is repre- 
sents) ; {d) to the degree of culture which the group of 
persons r^o form its immediate society have attained ; 
(f) to the cerebral organisation it has inherited from its 
parents and remoter ancestors. Not less representafive 
of social acquisitions is the written language of books. 
This or that pian indeed is said to write r^book : he puts 
his name at the beginning of it, and his list of authorities 
in the preface or at the end. But in most cases it would 
represent the fact more accurately if he put the names of 
his authorities on the title page, and stowed away his 
own in some obscurer cornek All that he has done, 
^ • 

• “The who* dares to think himself independent of others 
cannot even^nt the blasphemous conception into words without 
immediate self-contradiction, since the language he uses is not his 
own." — Comte, /fer. /b/. (Eng. Tr.), Book I.,p. i77- 
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all that he can do, is to recast the material supplifd hinr 
the labour of coundess generations. In this sense* 
evefy one, as Emerson maintains, is a plagiarist, every- 
thing, “ even a house, is a plagiarism.” 

The same remaite apply to the child’s moral ecfucation. 
ilere, ag^in, it is not we who educate our children, but 
language with its store of read3'-madei moral distinctions, 
the nursery with its “spirit” its laws, an^, as Plato 
would add, its pictures and songs, the family, the play- 
ground, and the church. These begin to act upon- the 
child’s moral life, forming or’^deforming it^^at a time when 
direct verbal instruction is impossible. From its earliest 
infancy, to use a philosopher’s somewhat grandiloquent 
expression, the child “has been suckled at the breast of 
the Universal Ethos.’ 

S 66. Further niustrations of dependence of 
Individual on Society. 

In industry this truth has a still more obvious applica- 
tion. Thus we sometimes hear in business <Sl a “self- 
made man.” But a moment’s consideration makes it 
obvious that it is as impossible for a man to “make” 
himself as we saw it to be for him to educate himself. 
All he does is lo use the opportunities thafsociety offers 
to him. "Where, to look no further, would his factory or 
business be but for the police who protect it, the laws 
that secure him the title-deeds, the markets that supply 
the raw material, the community that supplies the labour 
to work it, the system of railways, harbours, etc., that 
are the means of disposing of the product? IITiat is 
the share that all these things, each in its turiv depending 

f 

• On the subject of this section, see Bradley, op. oil., pp. 145-5S. 
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fbr its •existence and efBciency upon a community of 
Organised wills, as well as on the social labour of many 
generations, have in the wealth that is produceS, and 
'what is the share of the energetic individual who uses 
them ? where in all this are we to drafr the line between 
the respective rights of Jlje man and of the stat^? * 

As a final illustration, we might take the case of great 
men. The^e, at any rate, it might be thought, are an 
•exception to this dependence of the individual upon 
his *cicty and his time. They ^and out in solitary 
independence of the society In ther midst of which they 
live. If they have not made themselves, they seem to 
have been made by God, and to owe little or nothing 
to their environment. Caesar, Charlemagne, Napoleon, 
may thus be proved to have bt»n makers of their social 
environment, instejid of having been made by it. And 
indeed there is a sense in which this is true. Such men 
^seem to contribute a new element to social progress, and 
to leave the world difierent from what they found it. 
But whenawe look closer we see that they do so, not in 
virtue of that which sep.arates them from their time, but 
of that which unites them to it. It is their insight iffto 
the wants of the time, their sympathy with its blind 
longings .mcb aspirations, that gives them their power 
over it They are closer to the spirit of the time, and 
the moral order which that spirit represents, not farther 
away from it, than common people. This is the secret 
of their grbatness. It is on this account that they 

• ff/. Mackcnzie's./wfl WwfftOT/ /o Social Philosophy, ch. Hi., pp. 
I JO-154, whcr4 it k pointed out, among many excellent illustrations 
of tlie general contention in the text, that the self-made man wno 
is of BO secT or school and calls no man master only succeeds in 
being what Goethe calls “ a fool in his own right." 
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“represent” their time.* They sum up and give e»- 
^ression to its tendencies. It is not so much they whe 
act}' as the spirit of the time that acts in them. The 
permanent part ofc their work (the establishment of an 
empire, of a systensiof education, or a new social organi- 
'sation) w/is “ in the air " when the man arrived. He was 
only an instrument in giving effect to, it. 

§ C9. Ethical Import of these Facts. 

(i) The first consequence of the trqth I have been 
illustrating which it is of importance for us to note is 
thatrthe end which is the standard of pioral judgment 
is a social one— the gpod is common good. A being 
who, like man, is a little ^higher than the animals, a little 
lower than .the angel£, can only realise his owfi life in 
so far as he realises the life of the society of which he 
is a member.! To maintain himself in isolated inde- 
pendence, to refuse to be compromised by social relatiCns,' 
is the surest way to fail to realise the good he speks.f To 
seek life in this sense is to lose it. On the other hand, 
a man finds salvation in the duties of family, profession, 
city, country. To lose his life in these is to find it. For 
the social fabric of ' which he finds himself a part is only 
the fabric of his own life “ ■writ large.” It is only the 
other, or objective side, of that which subjectively I 

* C^, Ben Jenson’s apostrophe to Shakespeare as^ “ Soul of the 
Age.” 

t Aristotle said that one who is independent of society is either 
“a god or a beast." r ' e 

J As a simple illustration of this truth, I may quotjfs the case of a 
man whose vote I once solicited for one of sevSral strdhgly opposed 
candidates for the School Board. His answer was thdt he was an 
independent man, and intended to prove it by not voting at all. 
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• described as the system of his impulses and desires, as 
controlled and oi;ganised by his reason. It might seem^ 
at first sight, an illustration of an ignotum fer ignltivt to 
• refer us from ,the desires and impulse, which we know 
as parts Of ourselves, to the vague field of social rights 
and duties, which appeal to ns only in a secondary way* 
' through moral rules and social conventions/ were it 
not for the knack thit these rights and duties have of 
•grouping thlmselves in visible institutions. Thus, corre- 
spon^ng to the instinct of self-p;|bservation and the 
rights and duties it involves, civilisation has produced 
the police and law courts ; corresponding to the instinct 
of propagation, jthe family : of acquisition, property.and 
trade : of the pursuit of truth, the school, universiiy, and 
academy of science. Apart fr^m these, and the rights 
and duties they represent the indfWdual life shrivels up 
into quite insignificant proportions ; • in connection with 
them it expands to the full extent of its recognised 
‘fcapnbilities. 

The saine truth might be illustrated from the side 
of vice and evil. As the good of the individual is the 
common good, so his evil is common evil. No one am 
neglect the duty he owes himself of finding the equilibrium 
of his instincts and desires in the due progortion of their 
exercise, without failing in bis duty to society, and dis- 
turbing the equilibrium of functions which constitute its 
health and well-being. The man who drinks away his 
wages, and -upsets the equilibrium between desire for 
drink and desire for health, if |je fails of no duty nearer 
homo, deprives* his trade or profession of an efficient 

• Becomisg, as Hobbes puU “solitary, poor, nasty, btuBsh, 
short.” 
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member, and so is a source of common loss apd evil. 
And just as we have the wholesome institutions of famil]!) 
'trade, 'the universities, etc., corresponding to the harmoni- 
ous and proportiopate satisfaction of natural instincts, so, 
corresponding to ^^organisation in the system of desires, 
-we have the morbid growth of brothels, gambling dens, 
cribs, and finishing schools.* 

(2) It is only expressing the s£me truth in a more 
particular form to point out that the self if not merely, 
related to society irf general, but that each particular self 
is related in a special, way te the society Jinto which he is 
born. This way is best desaibed under the form, which 
is iwt an ingenious metaphor, but a vital fact, of member- 
ship. '■ The individual is not less vitally related to society 
than the hand or the foot to the body. Nor is it merely 
that each individual if dependent for life and protection 
upon society, as the hand or the foot is dependent for its 
nourishment upon the body, but he is dependent on his 
particular relation to society for the particular form of 
his individuality. It is the function it perform^s in virtue 
of its special place in the organism which makes the 
bond a hand and the foot a foot. In the same it is 
his place and function in society that makes the in- 
dividual what^he is. He realises himself by enabling 
society, through him, to perform the particular function 
which is represented by his station and its duties.! 

* It is common to make a distinction between sins of omission 
and commission. If the above account is true, this is merely super- 
licialr To omit a duty is as iTrUcb a common evil as to commit a 
positive trespass. On the objective forces of good and evfl that 
seem to exist independently of the individual will see the suggestive 
passage in Dowden's Mitid and Art of Shakes^are, ps 247, 

t See Bradley, op, at., pp. 157-86. Cp. Essays intP/iHosophical 
Criticism (Ed. Seth and R.- B. Haldane). “ The Social Organism." 



The End as Common Good 


»7S 


9 70. Appeal to lloral Judgments in support of 
Conclusions. 

We have thus anived at a new* statement of the 
nature of the self, which, as the»standard of moral 
judgnjpnt, I formerly cjfjcribed as the permat\pnt unity 
underlying the multiplicity of desire. This, which may 
have appemed a somewhat metaphysical statement, I 
am now able to translate into the familiar language of 
eveiy-day life, in so far as 1 h.we shown that this 
unity amid diversity a5supi& visiffle form in that circle 
of interrelated duties whidi we call a man’s station 
in society. It .remains merely to verify this explatibtion 
of moral judgments by submitting it to the test of feet, 
and asking whether moral judgments, which we have 
seen involve a reference to a true self or rational order 
among instincts and desires, bear out the interpretation 
I have just given to that self as essentially social by 
carrying with them a reference to a society or objective 
moral order as well. 

That this is so with regard to a large section, of our 
moral judgments is obvious. Injustice, dishoneSty, 
untruthfulness, covetousness, are all judged bad on the 
ground of ^e harm to others they involve. So fully 


by Professor Henry Jones, esp. pp. 193, 209 foil. Dewey points 
out that (i) the fulfilment of the duties of one’s station, or, as he 
calls it, "adjSstment to environment," can be taken as a moral idea, 
only on condition that it means willing the maintenanee and 
develppment of moral spnoundings as one’s own end ’’ ; (z) the 
function that is thus ]]eiformed serves at once to define and to unite. 
It makes a njSn " a distinct social member at the same time that it 
makes him ^ . . . Individuality means, not separation, but 

defined position in a whole ’ iff, tie,, pp. IlJ foil., I 37 i *38). 
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has this been recognised, that it has sometimes been 
proposed to resolve all virtue into right relations with 
ourr. fdilow-raen under the common name of Justice, 
Benevolence, or Tjruth. But it is not so clear that this 
social reference is, universally present in moral judg- 
'ments, when we come to consider the so-called indivi- 
dualistic virtues and the duties W are said to owe to 
ourselves. 

In the next chapter I shall have occasiofi to remark 
in detail how these involve a social reference. H^re it 
will be sufficient to'^take what is regarded as the first 
duty we owe to ourselves, the duty of self-preservation. 
And. that it may not be obscured by obvious reference 
to “sodal ties,” which may in a particular instance 
"bind a man to life,” such as his duty to his wife and 
family, we must suppose all these tics have been dis- 
solved, and life to have been to all appearance emptied 
of social significance. What, it may be asked, is implied 
in our judgment that suicide is wrong in such a case T 
Ex hypothesi there are no relations that can^have any 
claim upon the would-be suicide. He is without 
friends, money, trade, or the hope of acquiring them. 
Here, if anywhere, it might be supposed our judgment 
refers to the individual. In parting with his life, he is 
merely parting with his own. If there is a duly in the 
matter, it is merely a duty to himself. There is no duty 
to society, and therefore society has no right to interfere 
with what is strictly his own affair.* 

t 

* This, of course, is constantly urged in^defence of suicide jand if 
we take up the position that certain duties rest on the value which 
life has to the individual aloue, it is difficult to sec whV. answer there 
can be. Hence individualistic theories of ethics, e.g,, Stoicism, 
have always tended to justify suicide. 
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To till this society in most civilised countries, as is 
^ell known, replies, rudely enough, with the police- 
man's baton, the prison, or the lunatic asylum. • It 
may indeed be said that tiiis is na sufficient answw 
to the Maim that is put forward, for the State may 
be wrong. Its judgments in this matter maj not be' 
in conformity with any true standard of right. But 
we have already seen reason in the nature of man 
himself for believing that its interference in this case 
is net without ethical justificatioi;! For if what was 
said in the earlier part of this chapter be sound, no man 
has a right to take his own life, because no man has a 
life of his own to take. His life has been given himrand 
has been made ali that it is, as l^s been already Shown, 
by society. He cannot morally.part with it without con- 
sent of a society wjiich is joint owner with him in it. He 
carries on his life as a joint concern : he cannot dissolve 
the partnership without the consent of his partner in it.* 
Pefhaps in the case selected society may have shame- 
fully negkcted its part. So fat society is wrong, and is 

* Cfi, Burke's famous description : "Society is indeed a contrsct. 
Subordinate contracts for objects of mere occasional interest may 
be dissolved at pleasure; but the state ought not to be considered as 
nothing better than a partnership agreement in It trade of pepper 
and coffee, calico or tobacco, or some other such low concern, to be 
taken up for a little temporary interest, and to be dissolved by the 
fancy of the parties. It is to be looked on with other reverence ; 
because it is not a partnership subservient only to the gross animal 
existence of a temporary and perishable nature. It is a partnership 
in all science, a partnership in all aft, a partnership in every Mrtue 
and is all perfectiSn.^ As the ends of such a partnership cannot be 
obtained in igany generations, it becomes a partnership not only 
between Ihoft who ^e living; but between those who are living, 
those who ate dead, and those who are to be born."' — He^etiions on 
the Ra/alution in France, 
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responsible for the state to which matters hav 9 > come, 
but this does not absolve the individual from his duty te 
sooiet^. Two wrongs do not make a right. 

§ Duty to Humaailty. 

Nor 4 d we alter the social i^iplication of mord judg- 
ment by saying that the duty in such cases is not to the 
state or community to which he b^ongs, but to God or 
to humanity, for this only brings into view a wider aspect* 
of the moral ordei;than that which we have hitherto 
considered. Thus, lb take*tl:^e latter ccptention first, to 
speak of our interest in humanity as the ground of obli- 
gation is only to extend our conception of what is implied 
in the" moral order whiph we call society. It is to con- 
ceive of it as-reachin^bpyond the limits of any particular 
time and country, and as progressively realisfng itself 
over the whole world and through the ages. The exist- 
ence of such an order is not doubted by the historian. 
History, in the ordinary sense, is the record of the f&rm' 
which it takes, and the changes it undergoes,rin a par- 
ticular age or country. Universal history is the record 
of these forms and changes as organically related to one 
another, and to the whole which we call the growth or 
evolution of civilisation.* ^ 

Loyalty to the moral order in this sense is involved in 
loyalty to the narrower circle of duties which represent 
it for the individual. On the other hand, the former is 
impossible apart from the latter. It is not possible to 
do Our duty to humanity, and leave undone our duty 

, T o 

* For a sketch of history in this sense, see 'Hegel’s PMlesophy of 
History (Bohn’s Library); and, written from* a lesfc-reliable point 
of view, though with fuller details : Comte's Pos. PhiU (Eng. Tr.), 
Vol. II. ; PosUivt Polity, Vol. IIL 
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io ouj neighbour. Dickens has made us laugh over 
•Mrs! Jellyby’s “telescopic philanthropy.” But in his 
humorous description of that lady’s humanitariait CQieni 
tricities the novelist is only emphasisjng the truth which 
the philosopher expresses in differet^ language when he 
reminds us that “there is no other genuine enthusiasm 
for hifmanity than one*which has travelled the* common 
highway of reason— flhe life of the good neighbour and 
the honest* citizen — and can never forget that it is still 
onlj^a further stage of the same jouJney." t 

§ 72. Duty to Bod. 

In the same* way it may be shown that to speak 5f the 
duties in question as owed to G&d and not to sodety is 
a perfectly legitimate mode 8f expression so long as 
we understand uihat we mean by it,’ Thus, it cannot 
be meant that in using it we are introducing a new 
conception of the ground of obligation. It cannot 
be too often repeated that the ground of moral 
obligatidh is always a personal interest in a moral 
order. It may, however, be legitimate to express this 
truth in the language of religion as well as of ethics. 
In the latter we confine our view to the moral order 
which is represented by particular societies, or by 
humanity as a whole. But it is possible to extend 
our view still further, and to conceive of the establish- 
ment of moral relations and the sovereignty of con- 
science as elements in the end or final cause^ of a 
cosmic proce^. In doing A we pass from the point 

of view of morality to that of religion, but no further 

•» 

• • 

t T. HnGreen’s Introd, to tht Moral Part oJHumis " Tnatite," 
Works, Vol. L, p. 371. 
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change is involved. It is indeed sometimes supposed 
tiiat there are religions duties which are not induded- 
in •the*' catalogue of moral duties, and that in passing 
from morality to rdigion we not only change the point 
of view from which duties are regarded, but extend 
the ran^e of our obligations. ^ ^But this is a mistake. 
The particulars of conduct, not less than the ground 
of obligation, are the same whetlier we speak of duty 
to society or duty to God. It is indeed true thatf 
the religious man ynay recognise duties which pthers 
deny or neglect. Csf these ^prayer, fasdng, and other 
ceremonial observances may be quoted as instances. 
Butrtt ought to be observed that it is the^import of these 
rites fbr morality whicl^ gives them their importance for 
religion. If this import, be recognised by the individual j 
if it be acknowledged) for instance, that they £erve an 
important end in purifying the affections or capturing the 
will,* they are not only religiously but morally obligatory. 
Apart from such recognition, not only are they irrelevant'' 
to the moral, and therefore to the religious life,, they may 
be an actual hindrance to both. 

fis there then no difference, it might be asked, between 
religion and morality ? Matthew Arnold, as is well known, 
sought to ans^^er this question in his famous definition 
of the former as only “morality touched with emotion." 
But this, it must be confessed, does not carry us far. 
Emotion is not a distinctive mark of religious conduct. 
All conduct, as we have already seen, is touched with 
emotion, f otherwise it >yould not be conduct at all. 

• Cp. Pascal’s pious exhortation “ to begin .by sprinkling holy 
water and observing ceremonies,” for that “//If rat'viould fcHnu;' 
and Hoffding’s remarks upon it. Psychology (Eng. Tr.)/-p. 76. 

t See analysis of Desire, p. 4S. 
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The distinction lies not in the presence of an element 
vf emotion in religion -which morality is without, but in, 
the hind of emotion present in either case, and thfs again 
depends on the kind of Utought which accompanies the 
performance of a duty. Jt is the way we think of the 
duty, tlie view we tak^ pf it, that constitutes jt simply 
moral or also religious. Thus, to return to the class of 
duties from which we started, an act of self-restraint or 
self-preservation might be said to bj simply moral if it 
were«done out of sympathy with the' lives and purposes 
of a special groyp of our f^ldw-creatures, without further 
reference to what is implied in such a fellowship. 'The 
same act woul^ be religious if it were conceived of as 
furthering a cosmic purpose, or as charged with mining 
for a universal moral order that is being consummated 
upon the earth. It may indeed be feasibly maintained 
that no good conduct is entirely without reference to 
some such universal end j but in so far as the distinction 
between morality and religion is permissible at all-, it 
must be explained as one between two views that may 
be taken of moral conduct, not between two different 
kinds of conduct, or two different standards of mofal 
judgment. 


Nora. 

The historical genesis of the -new presented in the text vrould 
form an interesting chapter in the history of ethics. It may be said 
to be the view from which ethical thinkers set out in the beginning 
of philosophy.* It is firmly grasped by Plato, who at the end of the 
first book of the Jte/uilic suggests the true definition of vittu5 as a 
socialtfunction, and in the later bonks treats society, though with 
certain limitations, as a spiritual organism. Aristotle, who is some- 
times erroneawly rdpresented as an individualist, devdops these 
ideas in the«jE/>5t« and Pelhirf with still greater insight into their 
significance (see especially his remarkable critidsm of Plato, 
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JPeKtia, Book II). The history of modem ethics may be s^d to bd 
the rediscovery of this fundamental truth, and the presentation' of itr 
m a fonC enriched by the experience and purified by the discussions 
of the intervening centuries. We have already noted the part 
played in this procesrof rediscovery by the scientific writers of 
our own time; but they were anticipated by the philosophers of the 
&rly part of the present century. Among these, Hegel and Comte, 
working iridependently in Germany and France, will always be 
acknowledged as master builders. Conroe’s presentation of the 
“ organic " doctrine, othenvise full and striking, suffer^ irredeemably 
from the want of a sound basis in psychology and metaphysics, and 
from the fantastic embetlishments of Positivist ceremonial, sp that 
the classical foundations of thcvnewer thought must always be 
sought for in his German contemporary. Fortunhtely, the English 
student is no longer debarred by the uncouthness of Hegel's own 
writirtgs from the study of his ideas. His “nuggets ".have been 
broken frown by the enthusi^tic labours of younger thinkers in our 
own country, and have now become current coin in every field of 
speculation. In the presea* cfiapter I have merelv handed /hem on. 
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CHAPTER II. 

FORMS OF THE GOOD. 

§. 73. Beoapitvlatioo. 

In looking for the basis of moral^udgment, we were led 
to the conclusion that it must be sought in the idea of 
an end, which, as the end of conduct, must be an end 
fof me. With these “data of ethics” — viz. (o) moral 
judgraerits of right and wong, good and bad; (J) as 
involved in these, the conception of an end ; and (<) the 
definition of the end as a form of self-satisfaction, 0)» as 
we prefened to say, self-realisation — we approached the 
criticism of theories as to the nature of the end. We 
first took up the older theories, which represent the end 
respectively as self-gratification and self-surrender. The 
defect of these theories was not that they start from a 
conception of the self, and recognise moral judgment as 
based upon it; but that they^tart from the wrong cpncep- 
tiofl of it, — ^wilh jheresult that, instead of explaining moral 
judgment^»they^in reality explain it away. Hedonism 
does.so jjy identifying the right and the expedient, and 
thus failing to explain how ati “ ought” or a categorical 
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imperative can exist at all. Equally defective (is the 
theory that the end is the sacrifice of all desire. 'For^ 
Spart from desire, there can be no action ; so that the 
theory not only fails to account for moral judgment, but 
leaves no place in''a strictly moral world for the eager 
passions and desires which arc the life-blood of common 
life. ThD concrete life of sociaf itctivity, as founded on 
desires for the good of ourselves aicd others, disappears 
on this theory altogether. •' 

Both theories, while thus differing in their conception 
of the self, agree in being ipdividualistic, If we repre- 
sent the problem they had td' solve as fhat of finding 
the link of connection between moral judgments and the 
maxima of conduct which flow from them on the one 
hand, and the summum bontm on the other, we might 
say that they were bcth*^ right in perceiving ■ tkat the 
middle term, through which the solution .was to be 
accomph'shed, was the self. The error, however, which 
made the problem insoluble for both, was that they con- 
ceived of the self in an abstract way, apart from its social 
relations, and thus robbed it of the content which might 
ha^ given, us the desired connection. 

Our objection to evolutionary ethics was different. 
We gladly accepted from it the organic conception of 
the relation between the individual and ^ciety. We 
objected merely to the way in which this idea was applied 
in ethics. After dropping the individualistic theory, 
we should have expected the writers in question to go 
on to a more thorough-going examination of the concep- 
tion of self, which we saw to be ^he basis of moral 
judgment. Instead of this, they have allowed ^hemselves 
to drift away from the idea of personal food 4Itogetheri 
and have attempted to work out a teleologicaf science. 
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or a sqence of consciously conceived ends, as though its 
^bjeet were the conflict of emotional forces empirically 
given.* ■ ^ * 

In the last chapter we endeavoured to put ourselves 
fight in this last respect, by showing Jhat the self is only 
intelligible as the reflection of a moral order, which, for 
practi&l purposes, we* found might be considered as 
represented to each ^f us fay his station and his duties, 
so that “ tht good” for each comes to be expressible in 
terms of his social relations — in odier words, of good 
conduct itself. . 

It is not pretended that this is more than a rough 
statement of the end or standard of moral judgment. 
Some of the modifications and corrections which further 
consideration renders necessary will be the subject of 
the following book. Meantime, I shall try to give greater 
definiteness; to it Uy considering some of the chief forms 
of the good, which, as I have shown, w'll merely be 
forms of good conduct. But, before doing so, I must 
endeavour to meet an objection which is sure to occur 
at this p^t in our argument. 

$ 74. Has our Argument been a Circle P 

Has not ray argument, it may be ashed, thougi 
veloped with all the appearance of consecutive reasoning, 
only succeeded after all in involving us in a circle? 
I started out to escplain moral judgments, in the sense of 
iipflii ri ng tSem from an end to which they should be seen 
to be organically- related. I •then defined the edd as 
realisation of self*; and finally, to the question, “ How is 

•* See tl;f* celebrated chapters (xi.-xiv.], in Spencer’s Data of 
Eliiet, on Egoism vtmu Altruism. 
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the self realised ? ” I replied, on behalf of the at'erage 
pan, “By loyalty to the ordinary duties of the good pient 
and 'honest citizen.” Starting from good conduct, and 
professing to explij-in what this is through the idea of 
end, I have finished up by defining the end ill terms 
of good conduct. We thus seem, like the heroes of the 
song, to have merely “marched up the hill, an(f then 
marched down again.” We have ^ascended from the 
idea of good conducj: to the idea of end, only^to descend 
again to the idea of good conduct, and are no further on 
than we were at the beginning.^ , 

My first answer is : Granting it to be a circle, it may 
be none the worse for that No one copiplains of the 
guide v?ho takes him up^the mountain that he takes him 
back to the starting-point. The journey may have been 
of value, though he returns at the end of it to tKe same 
place. As a matter of fact, the same travellernever does 
return to the same place. He is " a different man " when 
he comes back, and the home he comes back to is a 
“different place.” In the same way, it is possible that 
the reader who has followed this argument may seem 
to iiave come back to the point from which he started j 
but he may have seen a good deal by the way, and may 
really have conje back (as the writer hopes^he has) with 
a quite different idea of what good conduct really is; 
he may have come back to quite a different point. 

But the objection is in reality founded on a false view of 
the nature of the moral end. It proceeds on the assump- 
tion (hat the end in refererce to which conduct is judged 
to have value, the ideal which gctod .conduct ainis at 
realising, is something to ht attained ihz^ long run. 
The end of man, as man, is conceived of as the end of 
the artist would be. It is something to be produced by 
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■a seriw of actions, each leading up to a final result, and 
^tanfiing to it in the relation of means to end. Th^ 
Greeks were not slow to perceive the fallacy.*of ‘this 
notion, and at the beginning of his treatise on ethics 
Aristotlfe* is careful to point out that the end for man, 
as man, is attained in^ ^he action itself. It is conduct 
(irpo^is = LaL arfw), . not production (ireu^o-is = Lat. 
foetid). Similarly Christianity recognised that “the king- 
dom of heaven is within you.” Expressed in modern 
language, this means that the end or ideal in morals is 
riot to be coi^peived of as some far-off divine event ” 
which is some day to come to pass. It is daily and 
hourly realise 4 in the good act itself. Such an act is 
not a means to a further end ; it js itself the end.* In its 
completeness (the purity of it^ motive, the beneficence 
of its Results) the end is realised. The good is not 
something to be Weaker attained^ it is attained from 
moment to moment' in the good life itself. Hence 
soJhet have been content to define the good as, the 
good wijl, by which is meant, not .a will which acts 
independently of desire, but the will which in the 
indulgence of the particular desires that from moment 
to moment form the undercurrent of our daily lives is 
habitually (ktermined by a more or Jess consciously 
conceived idea of a person whose satisfaction is only to 
be found in a certain order of tbeir mutual subordination- 
The truth intended to be emphasised by this mode of 
expression ’is the ’truth that satisfaction does not exist 
somewhere, laid up in store ^r the future, but must be 
realised in the good action itself; and that the moral 

* Ethics,^, I- * 

t E.g., Kant and T. H. Green, who held that “ the only nneotf* 
ditioned good is the good will.” 
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end siti gcntris in this, that the distinction of end and 
tnp ans is a distinction within itself, — in other wordsf has>- 
no proper place as a distinction here at all. We may 
therefore, have nq, further hesitation in defining the^ , 
forms of good, or iqpdes of self-realisation, as forms of 
good conduct, and vice versh, 

§ 76. Virtnes and Institutions. 

r. 

The previous disorjssion has prepared us for a double 
classification of the duties or forms of good conduct. 
These may he classified according to 4he virtues or 
qualities of character which lead to their recognition, 
or to The social institutions which guarantee a field for 
their exercise. In the former they are considered sub- 
jectively as habits of w(ll r in the latter objectively as the 
sphere in which the good will realises it$ielf. It has been 
maintained*" that the latter is the true classification, 
inasmuch as moral institutions provide us with a ready- 
made map of the different parts of the moral life. They 
are “the mode in which morality gives effect to the 
various wants of mankind.” But it has to be obsen'ed 
thati as we have seen, there is corresponding to the 
system of objective institutions a subjective S 5 ’stem of 
impulses and desires, and that the virtues oi aptitudes 
(aperai) for restraining and co-ordinating natural instincts, 
and so giving effect to the self as an organic whole, are 
just as natural a basis of dassilication as are the institu- 

* As,by Mr. Alexander, t>/. eii.p. 253. Though I have criticised 
one or two minor points in Mr. Alexander's^ remarlrj on the subject 
of this chapter, what he says on it is so valuable that the student is 
Kcommended to read the passage referred to in coifijection tvith 
frhat follows. On the general subject of this section ^e Dewey, 
efi, eit,, pp. 169-74. 
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<ions which are maintained b 7 means of them. It is 
^doubtful, moreover, whether in actual fact the difficulties 
which are admitted to exist in any attempt at an exhaust- 
ive classification are not felt equally, in connection with 
the on^ system as with the other. Granted, as is indeed 
true in a general sense,, that duties " naturally,attach th 
the institutions, and are defined by them," it would yet 
be difficult to say*rQund what institutions more than 
others the* duties, e.g., of courage,, veracity, toleration, 
naturally group themselves. 

As a matter jof fact, a complete system of ethics would 
require to exhibit the forms of good under both aspects, 
as related on t^e one side to the system of instincts and 
desires known as human nature„and on the oth* to the 
objective moral order, as that i§ embodied in social msti- 
tutions* In the one case we should be supplementing 
our exposition of* the principles of ethics by a more or 
less elaborate psychological account of the sprinp of 
acSon.** In the other case we should be adding ta the 
science pf ethics in the stricter sense a sociological 
account of the principal forms which man, in his efforts 
after a fuller expression of his true nature, has devised 
to be thq repositories of his moral acquisitions.t In 
this handbook neither of these is attempted. Following 
the guidance of common language, I have adopted, with 
slight modifications, a classification of the virtues in its 
main lines as old as Aristotle, merely with the view of 

* For such an account see, e-gtt Martineau's Typa cf Stkiml 
Thiofy, Vol. II.,*pp. laS folL 

It is chaiactedstic of German as contrasted with English ethics 
to have eic^asisetl this side of the moral life. Perhaps this is 
natural where the state counts for so much and the individual for so 
little. 
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showing how actual moral duties, and the judgments that 
correspond to them, flow from the conception of the self. 
*as set forth above 

§ 76. BecLuiTameiita ill snch a Classification. 

(i) To be of any use for our purpose, as thus defined, 
the classification must neither be too general nor run 
into too great detail. Thus Plato’s celebrated classifica- 
tion of the virtues, into Wisdom, Courage, "I'emperance, 
Justice, is obviously too meagre, and, as has been- well 
said, "serves its purpose only because jpstice is used to 
include everything not accounted for by the rest.” On 

' r . . 

• Viitue has been used in the preceding paragraph m its proper 
sense of the quality of chanfeter that fils for the discharge of duty. 
In this sense it is not opptfsed to duty, save as good ^character 
in general is opposed to good conduct in general. The relation 
between virtue and duty is that of universal fo particular, and may 
be illustrated by the relation of the State to the Individual. The 
character of a man's action, in reference to particular circumstances, 
is determined by the virtuous habit of will with reference to the 
particular form of desire that is called into exercise, ^ust as the 
character of an individual citizen is determined by the character 
of^he society to which he belongs. Tlic performance of the duty 
has moral quality only in so far as it is the expression of a virtue ; 
virtue, on the other hand, only lives in the performance of duty. 

It should be pelted out, however, that the word^is often loosely 
used in the sense of meritorious act, as when we speah of “ mahing 
a virtue of necessity.” Here it is distinguished from duly, as the 
meritorious act is distinguished from the act which is simply good : 
the meritorious act being that which is the result of a higher than 
the average standard of virtue, whether im-fivcrcomiifg natural dis- 
advantages, as when we speak ^f the diligence of a stupid scholar as 
meritorious, or in achieving exceptional success caieris farUnn. On 
the distinction between virtue and duty, see Sidgwiefc’s Methods of 
Ethics^ Book III., ch. ii., and on the subjeots of {Jie succeeding 
'sections, ibid., chs. iii.-x. On “Jlerit," see Shaftesbuyy’s Inquiry 
concerning Virtue, § iv. 
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Jhe ojjier hand, if, aS has been shown to be the case, 
■^• wrtue has to do writh the resfulation of the instin cts anH 
3feires . the list of which is practically inexhaustible,? its 
forms will be legion. Language, fortunately, prescribes 
Tor us the mean in these two directions. It indicates 
a sufficient variety of moral distinctions, but makes no 
attemj>t to cover the tflrole field by having wolds for all 
the possible virtues.* In many cases, it is content with 
, general names, under which whole classes are brought. 
Thug self-control is the general wor^ for the regulation 
of the desire for pleasura; courage, of the desire to 
escape from pain. But dl these desires there are many 
varieties, according to the nature of the object dfsired 
or feared (according as the object of desire* is the 
pleasure of eating or of drinking, of seeing or of learn- 
ing, ete., the object of fear — ^pMtysical or mental, near 
<3cdists.at, «bort dt ptohaged pai/i), Lsitgasge has here 
picked out a few prominent instances, as in connecting 
temperance with the regulation of the desire for strong 
drink, endurance with the regulation of the impulse to 
escape or mitigate continued pain. 

( 2 ) A second obvious requirement for our purpose is, 
that the division should follow the main outline of the 
organic parts or relations of the self. Only in this way 
shall we be* dividing our subject as Plato required we 
should — “ at the joints.” 

Hence (a) we shall be right in rejecting the proposal 
to divide virtues "nfcording to their supposed importance, 
beginning with the “cardinaj virtues,” and going .down 
thrmigh all degrees, until we come to the lesser duties 

.* • 

* Foraj interesting fragment of such a list, see William James's 
Printifles of Psychology, Vol. II., ch. xxiv. 
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of social etiquette and politeness. The difBculQvin this 
^case is, that the relative importance of the virtues v^ies^ 
nofronTy from age to age in the history of the world, but 
from class to class, in any one community, and even from , 
individual to individual. Thus it has been well observed 
that each age has had its cardinal (or papal) virtue. 
Among the Greeks and Romans it was courage, or manli- 
ness (upmj, virlui)) among the eifrly Christians it was 
charity ; in the mic(dle ages, chivalry ; in thS eighteenth, 
century, benevolence; to-day, perhaps, it is wha^ Afr. 
Leslie Stephen calls " organic justice." Similarly, in 
different classes in a community virtues vary in import- 
ance. Courage is more important in a soldier than in a 
tailor, ‘truthfulness and, sincerity in a clergyman than in a 
lawyer, toleration in a rt^ler than in a subject. Lastly, in 
the life of the individual, the circumstances of 'his own 
temptations, or the importance of nis e.vample, may 
make a particular virtue (r.g., temperance) the cardinal 
on? for him, while for another it may be different.* » 

{b) We shall reject the distinction which has been made 
between determinate and indeterminate duties) duties 
which there is a definite obligation to perform inaparticu- 
lar way at a particular time, e.g., to abstain from theft and 
to pay one’s dejjts, and those which are of indefinite obliga- 
tion, and in which everything is- left to the discretion of the 
individual. This distinction (and herein lies the practical 
danger of a bad logical division) is sometimes interpreted 
to mean that there are two. mora]./StandareIs, and that 
diffet'ent degrees of obligation attach to different elements 
*he moral life. Thus it is supposed t thht the "ordinary 

For some excellent remarks on cardinal virtues ashasal elements 
of good character, see Mrs. Bryant’s Essays on Character, Lecture 1. 
+ See International Journal of Ethics, Vol. III., No .-3 Discussio- 
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sensible man" recognises an obligation to pay his debts 
•and ‘keep his hands off his neighbour's person and 
property, but owns no similar obligation to live* up 
to his highest ideal, e.g,, by surrendering his comfort, 
his money, or his leisure to the claims of charity or 
good citizenship. He exacts the former standard froni 
himseTf and others, but with regard to the latter he lives 
and lets live. And* common opinion, it is maintained, 
certifies tliiS distinction in refusing tp reproach him with 
neglecting such works of supererogation, though it may 
commend him as a meritorious person for the performance 
of them. He is not perhaps so good as he might be, 
but he is good ^enough, and everything that anybod>y has 
any reason to expect. . • 

The whole distinction on, which this comfortable 
doctrinfe rests is, however, illusoTy. To begin with, all 
duty Is dettrminafe in the sense that if it is a duty at all 
it is a " bounden '* duty. If it is a duty to be charitable 
it is of as perfect obligation as any other. In this sense 
an indeterminate duty, or a duty of imperfect obligation, 
is -a contradiction in terms. On the other hand, there is 
an element of indeterminateness in all duty, inasmuch as 
the precise form that the duty takes must depend in 
each case upon the circumstances. It i^quite true that 
it is a determinate duty to pay one’s debts, but the time, 
the place, the manner, often even the amount, are matters 
left to the discretion of the debtor. 

Similarly*, the ^empt to distinguish between things 
which we blame a man for nqj doing tfiough we am not 
so ready to praise him for doing, and things which we 
praise him, for doing but refuse to blame him for not 
doing, may easily be shown to be founded on a perverted 
yiew of the nature and grounds of moral oblig-ation. 
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What lends colour to it, of course, besides mg valid 
distinction already explained (p. 190) between duty and- 
'merit, "is the line that seems to divide those duties 
which it is neces^jiry to observe if there is to be any 
social life at all, and those which the good mamackno^v^ 
ledges over and above. The former are the conditions' 
(to borrow Aristotle’s antithesis) of living at all, the latter 
of living well. Hence the former’^ are those which, as 
the rudimentary conditions of self-preservation, society, 
exacts on the pain of fine, imprisonment, or death. A 
man, therefore, who confines himself to paying his debts, 
and maintaining harmless relations with his fellow- 
creatures, may be said to be good enough to be left 
alone by the police. But it would be. more correct to 
say that he is as bad as he can be consistently with his 
own safety and that of the society to which he belongs. 
The law may not demand anything elfe of him ; morality 
certainly does. It requires not only that he should be 
good enough to elude the policeman or to be considered 
tolerable as a fellow-citizen, but that he should be as 
good as he can, or, in other words, live up to his highest 
idital. 

Finally, I hold that this requirement, far from being a 
counsel of perfection not acknowledged in the every-day 
world and by the ordinary sensible man, is in'^liarmony with 
the common language and opinion of civilised society. It 
is not held, for instance, that when a man has kept his 
word, performed his part of a bipgain, and abstained 
froim theft in his business, transactions, he has done all 
that can be reasonably expected of -him, find for the rest 
may please himself. The ordinary mao. recognises 
'■further duties. Thus, he thinks he ought to Ire charitable 
at least in his judgments to his fellow-men. He even 
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■ sometimes thinks himself called upon to give up his 
'ConSfort in order to attend a political meeting or a con^. 
mittee of the poor lavr guardians. If he shows *noBe of 
^these signs of spiritual grace and confines his efforts to 
the elementary duty of keeping oijt of gaol, he is not 
considered a “sensibly man" at all. Other ordinary 
people regard him, on the contrary, as a “suspicions 
character,” and fi'nrfit their duty in turn to keep an eye 
upon him.'*' 

•% 

§ 77* Xiimits^of OlaBBiflca^on. Q?he Tvrq.iTi Heads not 
mutuafly Ssclusive. 

Before goitjg on to suggest a classification which may 
in some degree satisfy these requirements, it*may he 
well to recall some of the sesults arrived at in the 
previofis investigation, that we naay know in what sense 
such a classifica&on is really possible. 

(i) In the first place, we may remind ourselves 
that the self, of whose moral qualities we are attempt, 
ing a genera] description, is not an aggregate of parts 
mechanically put together, and mutually exclusive of on.e 
another. Each part is organically related to every other- •. 
each thei;pfore implies the other, as well as the wholg 
through which it is united to it. Thu% reason implies 
will, as the student may observe for himself if he pauses 
to note how much voluntary effort has been required in 

* It is not in this «K5pect without significance that in present-dijy 
usage the phrase "duHfcs of citizenship" is appropriated not to tlig 
primary but to the secondary defies described above. 'Wtiat hj^j 
beer? said in the'test must not be token to mean that the good m^n 
is the man who always labours under a “sense of duty.” On tlje 
contrary, by* a fartliliar paradox, a man can only do hb duty Ijy 
forgetting<o think about it, by interesting himself in the business (,n 
hand, and not in his motives for doing it 
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the act of comprehending the aignment in the present- 
fhapter. Similarly implies reason, ~hile each is'ody- 
coirfprehensifale as a diferent aspect of one snbject that 
emteces both.* E=nc^ ■srhen in the common classiS^ 
cation it is proposed to drasr a distinction betTreea 
intellectual and moral Tirtue^—rQr IVisdom and Virtne 
proper, — tre shall knovr in srhat sense to accept the 
division. It cannot mean that these exdude one 
another, or that ve are here doing more than dis- 
tinguishing between elements or aspects of ah momJity. 
In the case of the fonner, It, is undoubtedly true that 
we are dealing primarily with the relations of things 
or etents to one another in an objective world of 
fact; in the case of the latter we are dealing primarily 
with relations of persons to one anoier. But it is 
not difficult to show that the virtues implied ib right 
dealing in each of these spheres, involve Cach other. 
Thus, in reference to the self-regarding virtues, it hardly 
requires to be stated that they involve an element^of 
wisdom. The common description of them as “pru- 
dential ” imph'es this. Even proverbial philosophy 
te&hes us that “ dUcretion is the better part of v-alour.” 
It might have added the converse, that valour is the 
better part of ^wisdom or discretion, for jt is equally 
true that — 

“ He wacls wit who wects reichii 
To leam Ks wit to eichengc the ted for tetter.” 

It is Jiardly less obvious that the otWr-regarding virtues 
of justice'?' and benevoience pr^ppt>se knoTrl.edge 
of economic and physical laws), while, on the 


See Green, o^. eit.. Book. II., ol 2., §S fol!.' 

VVhOj as she is commonly cepictsd. is iJinJeJ, cot iliyA 
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•other, hand, it may be doubted whether the pursuit 
^of ftuth,* divorced from sympathy with social needj 
and aspirations, has any claim to be called a virtue. 

(a) ]f again wc recall the truth .on which so much 
nas been said, that self and society are related to one 
another as particular ^^nd universal, and are^ therefore 
only dilTcrcnt sides of the one reality, we shall be 
prepared to cstima'le the common distinction between 
sclf-rcgardfhg and other-regarding .virtues at its proper 
valup. tVe shall be ready to admit that these are 
aspects of the^same habit^ot quality of mind. Prudence 
and self-control are the necessary conditions of justice 
and benevolence. On the other hand, that which* gives 
prudence and self-control a claim to be called Virtues is 
the fact that they arc the ind{,spensable condition of all 
social Jervice from the lowest to fhe highest.t 

78. ITbo Intordopondosce of the Virtues extends 
through the fVholo Classification. 

But we cannot slop here. The interdependence 
which wc find to exist between the several highest 
species in our classification of the summum gtms 
Virtue, nipy be c.xpectcd to prevail also among the lower 
species of which these in turn are gqpcra. If, as we 

• The same is tree, of course, of beauty. Cp. Mr. Sonar’s 
pamphlet The Intellectual Virtues (Macmillan], and note at the 
end of this chapter. 

■f For theMistinctiD>^m question see Mill’s Uberty, Introduction ; 
and for the detailed illustration of the interdependence assarted in 
the text, Spencer’s Dat^ of Elhia, chs. xi. and xii,, where, however, 
the reasoning is s-itiited by the hedonistic presuppositions that 
underlie it. ,*On the practical dangers of emphasising the prudential 
element is the self-regarding virtues, .see the excellent remarks in 
'■omte's Fes. Fel., Book I„ ch. ii, p. 78 (Eng. Tr.). 
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have assumed throughout, human nature is an oiganic* 
Tj-hole, and not merely an aggregate of parts, we fnay 
ej^est to find it equally impossible to treat the special 
virtues, each of which, in its separate department, is the^ 
guarantee of its unijy, as independent units. Hence it 
is' an error to distinguish, as some have sought to^ do,* 
between fte main heads of morality, such as wisdom and 
self-control, and the other virtues, on the ground that 
they do not corresppnd to any special grouiTs of duties 
or observances, but are implied in all good actions^. It 
is certainly true that on any classification these would 
require to be treated as summa swedes, and as such might 
be considered generalised expressions fgr the various 
species frhich in turn should be subsumed under them. 
But this must not be interpreted to mean that there is 
any greater independen'Ce among the lower qieci&s than 
among the higher. There is, of course,'* a greater 
difierentiation as we descend, and the relationships of 
the .various parts to one another are accordingly mdte 
remote; but to press this distinction, so as to divide 
aspects or elements of virtue from virtues proper, is to 
deip-y the organic nature of virtue itself. It is as though 
in classifying the muscles of any organic boc[y we were 
to begin by separating off the respiratory^ alimentary, 
reproductive, and other systems, and, after baptising 
them “ aspects of the muscular system as a whole,” were 
to refuse them a place in a continuous classification 
along with the muscles of the speciii organs in each 
several group. .. 

It is, in fact, as impossible to draw hardT and fast fines 
between the virtues («.g., of courage wd temperance, 


See Alexander, ei/., p. 249. 
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•whidj,are species of self-control, or between devotion to 
*uth in knowledge and veracity in society, which are 
species of intellectual virtue) as it is to draw a >ftird,and[ 
fast line between self-control and vrisdom themselves. 
It is just as open to us to speak pf these sub-species 
as elements or aspects of self-control or wisdom, as to 
speak of self-control and wisdom as aspects’ of virtue 
as a whole. In order to be temperate a man must be 
courageou#: in order to be able to resist the allurements, 
of pjeasure he must be willing to endure the pain the 
resistance involves. Similarly, in order to be courageous 
he must be temperate, — ^at least in his desire for those 
kinds of pleasure which he is called upon to foigo in 
facing danger, e.^., the desire for life. Not leas is the 
virtue of social veracity implied in the virtue of devotion 
to truth in thought and knowled^. The latter is, as has 
been well said by’the writer we have just been criticising, 
merely an enlargement of the former. It is the same 
virtue “ exhibited, not in the mere normal interchange 
of ideas in language, but in the effort to represent things 
in thought as they really are in existence.”* 

Similarly with the sub-spedes under the other-regjrd- 
ing virtue of benevolence. “ Charity,” we are told, 
“begins at home.” In other words, duty to parent 
or child, frieiid or neighbour, is an essential side or 
aspect of duty to humanity. On the other hand, 
charity or love of humanity is the best guarantee 
against the exclusjveness which turns family affection 
into a vice. The same trath is illustrated Ijy the 
saylhg, “Justice before generosity." Generosity, it is 
implied, presupposes justice. On the other hand, justice 


Alexander op. at., p. 25S. 



200 


Ethics 


presupposes generosity, which is only justice adequately, 
conceived.* 

*■ Fjn.iliy, to take an extreme instance, it might be 
thought that the minor virtues of amour pro^re and 
politeness are clearly' separable from those which refer 
te weightier matters of the law. But among the Greeks 
the virtuE: of magnanimity, t Vnich corresponded in 
some degree to the first, was an essential quality in the 
best men, while the vice corresponding torthe excess 
of it, viz., insolence {vftpis), was a notice.ible clement 
in the worst. On the other hand, so close is the 
connection between manners 'and morals that, just as 
politeness has been defined as “benevolence in small 
things,’Vso chivalry— the cardinal virtue "^of the middle 
ages — might be defined as “politeness in great ones.” 

With these explanations and exceptions, the forllowing 
table may be taken as a rough sketch of the, exfoliation 
of the Good in some of its principal forms : — 


It is, of course, the “adequ.'ile conception" which adds that 
splendour to the act which wc indicate by calling it gcocions. The 
niai^.who publishes the ruin of the comp.iny in which he holds 
most of the stock might be said to be generous to the public, lie 
is only just, but he has an adequate conception of fthat justice 
implies. On the distinction between ideal justice, pf which I am 
here speaking, and legal justice^ see Bradley, u/. nV. The former 
corresponds to equity as conceived by Aristotle : see iihtturit. 
Book I., ch. xiii. (Welldon’s Eng. Tt.) ; Ethics, Book V., ch. x. 

t See Aristotle's famous description of the Magnanimous M.vn 
[Ethics, III.). 



79. Suggested Olas'sification. 
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Noth. , 

The relation between the moral and the intellectual virtaes, 
t.e., Vetirtien devotion to duty on the one hand and devotion 
to truth and beauty on the other, snggfests problems which the 
cursory treatment it has'jreceived in the text (pp. 195, ig6) hardly, 
can be said to solve. Thus it might be ashed whether it fs meant 
tluit tlie ground upon which devotion fo art and science is deemed 
a virtue is tlie social usefulness of these j^nisuits. If this bd^so, it 
would appear from what has already be^ said of the relation 
between motive and morality, self and sodety, that those only who 
in the studio or laboratory are contributing to a recognised human 
good are worthy artists or truth-seelcers.. Whereas it is notoripsly 
the case that the condition of the h%hest achievement in either field 
is that truth and beauty should be purtiued for theif own sahes, and 
without regard to any ulterior object The difficulty is a real one, 
and ma^ be shown to involve problems that lie qutside the limits 
I have lai£ dosvn for myself in the present treatise. Thus it would 
lead us to inquire, with regard to the ultimate relations of truth and 
beauty to one another, and fiotb to goodness, whether thqse three 
are really different from one another, as the above objection seems 
to presuppose, or whether they are not ultimately rcr&gnisable as 
different aspects of the one reality, the disinterested pursuit of them 
as different but co'ordinate forms of self-expression. Such ,^n 
inqui^ would obviously have been out of place in the text. Even 
here I can only give the condusions to which I believe it would 
lead us— connecting them with the results of our previous examina- 
tiondnto the nature of the good with a view to suggesting the 
solution of the above difficulty. 

I have already defined the good as self-realisation? Morality 
means the human Spirit taking flesh in the ordinaty activities of 
daily life, so that, in realismg, it may also be said to reveal itself.- 
The condition of this self-revelation we have already seen to be its 
recognition of the objective relations of the moral order that we call 
sodety. We have now to add that the apprehtuision of the law of 
that objective order which we call the world 'of nature and of his- 
tory is" as essential a condition rof self-realisation on the side of 
intellect as the apprehension of moral law is on the^ide of the WII. 
Hence it is that in the study of natural sdence, and still more 
qbviously in the study of history pnd psychology, though we may 
appear to have gone outside of ourselves, we are, in reality, only 
investigating the contents of the human spirit itself (r/. p. 237 below). 
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•In thecame way it may be shown that art is not concerned with a 
,worlj that lies outside of ordinary human interests. Art does not, 
as common language would sometimes seem to imply,* n-roTe 3 
world of its own apart irom ours : it reveals to us the worl^ that 
jies within ns and about us. Its function i» not less interpretation 
than is that of science itself. It differs in^ed from science in the 
medium which it chiefly employs. Its appeal is emotional rather 
than inteliectuaL Yet all* true art, like true science,* is ideal in 
that it serves to deepen fur insight into the meaning of nature and 
of human life, and so to enlarge our knowledge of ourselves. 

If now, after these reflections, we retuqi to the difficulty with 
which we started, we may note: (i) that it is a mistake to isolate 
truth and beauty from human good : they can only be admitted as 
rational ends in M far as theyiare elements in it. (2) While little 
is undoubtedly to be hoped for from the man who pursues science 
or art svith a constant view to the economy of labour that ought to 
be practised in regard to what is merely a means to a fiisther end, 
yet just as little is to be looked for from the man who in the 
pursuit of either of them forgets bit gelation to the larger world 
that embraces both. ^3) The motive which constitutes an act 
good is never, as th^ preceding objection seems to imply, good in 
general, but is always some particular form of good. (4) ScientiRc 
an^ artistic activity under the conditions just mentioned being, as 
we have seen, such particular forms of good, are approved by 
mankind at large on the ground of the common interast which all 
have in the free play of thought and ima^nation, quite apart from 
any immediate public utility which may accrue from them. , 

On the difficulty here discussed, see Green, op. cil., pp. 312 and 
415 ; Alexander, op. ci/., pp. 123'^, 182-6, 257.9 ; Dewey, op. cit., 
§§ xxxix. and^xxiii ; Lotee, op. at., p. 61. Ofi the more general 
question of the relation of Intellectual to Moral virtue, see Aristotle, 
£Mcs, Book VI.; and of Art to Morality, Plato, RepuhUe, 
Book III., esp. § 401; Aristotle, Foeties (Cassdl’s National 
Library), pp. 23 ajd 39 ; Bosanquet, Introiuctim ' to HegeTs 
Philosophy of Art, esp. pp. 58, 105 foil. ; Essays in Philosophical 
Criticism, “ The Philosophy of ^rt," by Professor W. R Ker ; 
Dewey, Psyehelosy, pp. 195-201. Mackensie’s op. cit., p. 56., Manual 
<f Ethics, p. 29, and ch. xvi. For literaiy expression of the same 
truth, see, f.g.. Sit Philip Sidney’s Defence of Poaie (Cassell’s 
National JJibraty); Spenser’s Letter to Sir Walter Raldgh A 
beginning of the PaSrie Qtscene (Globe Edition); Ruskin and 
Browning, /orxfm; esp. the latter’s Pra Lippo Lippi. 
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CHAPm I. 

« 

THE STAND AS RELATIVE. 

§ 80 . Si&rences of Standard which we may IN'eglect. 

We have hitherto treated moral judgments as though 
they .were universally applied ^in the same my, i.A, as 
though there were only one gocJd and one right, which 
is the same foi* all. The moral standard has been 
conceived of as something fixed and absolute, and even 
wwlced out into some detail in a system of virtues 
and duties representing the outline of a common ideal. 
Within this fixed standard indeed we have recognised 
differences. Thus it was pointed out that, inasmuch as 
the form under which each realises himself is pre- 
scribed for him' by his station and its duties, this 
may be difierent for different classes and even for dif- 
ferent individuals. The duty which the doctor at the 
bedside of a nervous patient recognises to verbal truth- 
fulness is differerft from that of the witness in the box 
in a court of law. But this^may be called a difference 
floiN’ing from the vary nature of the standard as a social 
one, rather than a difference in the standard itself. It is 
merely a Difference of emphasis among duties which all 
recognise, and need not cause any further difficulty, 
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l^or is the absoluteness of the standard, as hitherto* 
defined, affected by the kind of differences which-, as. 
listinguished from those just spoken of, we may call 
iifferences within the standard. They are the result of 
the co-existence of (lifferent standards^ the same com-' 
munity. Thus the standard of^morali^^n a circle of 
racing-men or of horse-dealers will be different' from- 
that recognised by a Christian crfngregation. Even 
within the latter th/jre will be differences, £s beUveen 
those who permit themselves to smuggle silk or toljacco 
at the Custom House or tc take a ticket in a raffie- 

r ^ 

sale, and those who do not. Yet the difference is more 
apparent than real. It is the result, of local depressions 
rather than of serious divergence of standard. In the 
case of the horse-dealer and the raffler, the higher 
standard is rather latent than non-gxistent, as is*" shown 
by the fact that it is possible" ' to cojivSrt ” them. 
Differences of this kind, which have been called differ- 
ences within the standard, cause no difficulty to ethics, 
and may be disregarded. Imany time and country there 
is sufficient agreement as to the contents of the moral 
standard to lull suspicion in the unreflective as to more 
fundamental contradictions. 

Another interesting form of variation is where different 
standards co-exist in the same individual^ Thus, on 
being asked a question, a man will unblushingly reply 
with the query, “Do you ask me as a lawyer (doctor,' 
stockbroker, etc.), or as a friend ? ” admitting thereby 
that he is the happy possessor of at least a pair of 
different standards, and intends tO'Use the one of the 
other, according to circumstances.* No mo;e difficulty,. 

^ f 

Cp., the amusing passage in W. James's PrindtUs oftPspchology, 
Vol. I., pp. 294 - 6 . 
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iioweyer, need be caused by this case than by those 
already discussed. The man of many standards will 
probably admit, when closely pressed, that "i roan’s 
a man for a’ that," and that there is ^ supreme standard 
which applies to him as sharing that, distinction with his 
neighbours. 

t 

§ 81. Essential Differences in Standard involving 

, Ethical I’roblem. 

* 

It js the comparatm study of the moral codes of different 
times and countries that first reveals the fact that the 
standard is relative in the* sense that makes a difficulty 
for ethics, and causes practical alarm for the authority 
of the moral imperative. Not to go beyond historical 
times and the civilised nations of Europe, it is well 
known 'that, among, the early Gfeek communities, the 
exposure ofi infants who. were weak or deformed was not 
only deemed consistent with humanity, but advocated 
as secessary for the maintenance of the community pnd 
in the interests of morality. In the middle ages per- 
secution for reh'gious opinion differing from that of the 
majority was not only permitted, but approved of»as 
a highly commendable form of religious zeal. At the 
present day, on the other side of the Channel, leading 
statesmen ni?y meet in duel with the intent to maim or 
to kill without in any way losing caste or outraging the 
public conscience. 

Nor is this vaiidtion in the standard in different times 
and countries confined to virtues which, like hun»anity 
and »leration,’might be regarded as of secondary import- 
ance for th^ maintenance of society : it extends also to 
those which are usually regarded as primary, and as lying* 
at the foundation of all social life. The children at 

14 



210 


Ethics 


Sparta were taught to steal : in the well-known story of 
the child who stole a fox and permitted it to tear his 
*oospm rather than let it be discovered, the crime wasi 
not to steal, but to be found out. In the lives of the 
saints among the Turks, as Locke informs u? in his 
celebrated chapter entitled “No Innate Practical Prin- 
ciples,” the primary virtue of chisity had no placer 

In respect to these and similar varieties of standard, it 
is not, of course, enough to say that all respectable people 
condemn these anomalies. The point is that they are 
not anomalies, and that “alj respectable people ” in the 
time and country in which thej were practised approved 
themj. It would be a gross historical injustice to apply 
our own standards iti such cases.' The' virtue of the 
Spartan boy roust be judged by his own standard, not 
by that of the shiny-faoed urdiin who creeps unwillingly 
to school in an English village : so judged, jf is heroic. 
We have to recognise that in this sense goodness is a 
different thing in different times and countries. 

Is there then, it might be asked, no such thing as an 
absolute standard of morality ? Is morality not one, but 
mjjny and different? And are those justified who, upon 
the basis of the latter hypothesis, draw the practical 
conclusion that, as opposed to what is " corfventional ” 
or “expedient’*" for a community, there is co such thing 
as “right”? 


§ 82 . Q?Jie tTnity of the Form of Vurtne. 

O 

The previous course of our argument has prepared us 
for the answer to this question. At the very outset it 
rwas shown that morality cannot consist' in obedience to 
a fixed code of rules. As opposed to this view, I 
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showed that morality is the conduct prescribed by an 
other than the momentary satisfaction of desire, 
which end may indifferently be described as the ^atisfac-i 
tion (/.e., realisation), of the self as a whole (/.«., the better 
self), or as the maintenance according to opportunity of 
' the social system, which is only thi other or objective 
side «f this better soir This end is the principle of 
unity which underlies and “ explains ” the manifold im- 
peratives ii\ which the moral law expresses itself, inasmuch 
as it is the common root or stem o? which, as the last 
c^iaiiler tried to show, they are exfoliations. 

We have iJow only to apply these results to the 
question before us, in order to see that, underlying the 
apparent diversities in the contents of the moral standard, 
virtue is at ali times one and the same. Wherever we 
have njorai judgment approving, a line of conduct as 
good, whether an^ollg the rudest band of savages or in 
those circles which in the most highly moralised countries 
in the world recognise the highest moral standard, it is 
seen to rest upon a more or less consciously recognised 
contrast between a permanent and a transient self: 
between the satisfaction of a higher, or true self, and of 
a lower, or apparent one. 

Take, for instance, the savage who, when the enemy’s 
hamlet has been taken by his tribe and->the booty is in 
his power, instead of seizing the largest share he can 
and escaping to the solitary enjoyment of it in the woods, 
restrains his impplse in order to await his chief’s own 
choice, and the subsequent distribution by the lot. 
What does thj? mean ? It means that he restraifls the 
instincts of his lower nature in view of a good, which in 
so far as ha reflects upon it he recognises as his better 
self, viz., "the social self which at this stage is represented 
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by the rudely organised society of the nomadic ^tribe.. 
Or to revert to our previous illustration: the Spartan, 
^oy, is "approved by the judgment of his time and 
country because he^sacrifices the pleasure-seeking, pain- 
avoiding self, who would have done with the matter by 
throwing away the fox, to an^idea of a higher good, 
whidi he'' represents to himself perhaps as “pluck" o^; 
" endurance,” but which has value only in so far as it 
is related to a moral order, loyalty to whirfi the boy 
recognises as part of his true self. 

From these examples it will be seen that, while it is 
undoubtedly true that moralit;^ differs from age to age 
and tjnder different circumstances, it springs in every 
age and- country from the same root ; in other words, 
while its matter or content varies its form or essence 
remains the same.* 

§ 83, Xhe Belativity of the Standard as Condition of 
its Validity. 

r ' 

But we may go further than this. For it further follows 
from the argument in the previous chapters that the 

•"^The above argument m.iy be further illustrated from the 
be^nnings of morality in sub-human forms of life. , (Sec Mr. 
Spencer’s article, jyincteentA Century, February 1S90, since pub- 
lished in his book on Justice.) In these, as in Che devotion of 
the outpost elephant (ef. Professor Drummond’s description of the 
white ants in Tropical .Africa) to the interest of the herd, we 
have a shadow of human morality. Nature is dreaming of morality. 
^Vhat makes the difference, of course, is the pasver of ancekring tlie 
higher, or common good. In saying so 1 do not intend to deny that 
the lower animals -may have lh^ rudiments of such a conctjption 
of a higher self. All I mean i^ that it is tTie possession of sucli a 
rudimentary conception, and not the mere emgiric.'d,fact that the 
lower animals exhibit such conduct, that justifies us in "speaking of 
sub-human justice, or any other sub-human virtue. 
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relativity of the moral standard is not only compatible 
■•witlJ the existence of a law which is absolute for each in, 
his special circumstances, but is a necessary condition 
of the obligatoriness of morality and 'the ■validity of moral 
, judgme'nt. We have already seen bow this is so, within 
certMn limits, with respect to individuals livipg in trie 
Same age and country. Duty with each of us was seen 
to be relative to his station and circumstances. It is 
' this relativity which m'alces it duty foi me. A law which 
did !jot apply to me, in virtue of my place in the organism 
of society, cotdd not be b'Athng upon me at all. It is 
only an extension of the same principle to say that it is 
because morality is .always, and in all places, relative to 
circumstances, that it is binding at any time an? in any 
place. The idea that it is othennse comes from our 
habit of conceiving "jf the moral law as isolated from the 
social circflmstances in which it rose, and as therefore 
vaiying arbitrarily in different times and countries. The 
enTor is corrected by recollecting that the variations ive 
are discussing arc not accidental, but are organically 
related to the circumstances of the time to which they 
severally belong. 

Thus, to go no further than our previous instances, 
the practice^ of exposing infants (espr^ially females*) 
was justified at a time when it was necessary (or, 
which comes to the same thing, was supposed to be 
necessary), in order to maintain that peculiar form of 
city-state wliich flourished in Greece and Italy. When 
the circumstances changed, when city-states had perfehed, 
when higher ideas tif the position of women began to 
prevail, an^ whep it became obvious that the outrage to 

• Sec Mferivalc's Histery of the Roman Empire, Vol. V., pp. 56 
and 303 ». 
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humanity that was involved in the practice v.as a greater 
'social evil than the burden thrown upon the coninfanity 
by the necessity of maintaining an airparcntly useless 
population, not onfy was exposure discountenanced, but ' 
the public conscience was awakened to the duty of, 
making provision for their supjSw*..' , 

Similarly, intolerance dates from,a time when, owing 
to the intimate relations between State and Church 
in the oaths of soldiers), it seemed to be of vital import * 
ance that no religious scrujilcs of non-conformisti (r.^. 
of the Christian soldiers in the Koman mrinies) should 
interfere with the due performance of social obligations. 
Intolenjnce ceased to be a virtue, and* began to pass 
over into the opposite category,! when, among other 
changes, it began to fyj seen that freedom ofghought 
contributed more to the common good than any artificial 
unity of religious belief. As, then, the form of social 
life varies front age to age in the course of natural evolu* 
tioif, morality, which, as we have seen (if it is to' be 
morality in the proper sense, and not mere blind 
obedience to a traditional law), mu,st represent “ a qu.aliiy 
of the social tissue," must wry with it. 


§ 61. Further SilUcuUy. 

But perhaps this docs not altogctltcr meet the 
difficulty. Granted that there is a unity of form under- 
lying^ the variations in the matter of mor.al obligation, 

f 

* See the L.aw of Const.mtmc, quotc.l, Gibhoii, 11., p. 142 
(Smith’s edition). 

' t O’- *he definition of ludness ns a Alexander, e/. (if., 

p. 3°7- On the whole fnhject of this chapter nnd hook' the stuiicm 
is recommended to consult hook 111 . in the s.imr; work. 
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End] ^further, thEt the vEriEtions sre e necesssvy in- 
’cidont in Enything that can rightly be called a moral 
standard, a further question still remains. If tl’e social 
^changes on which the variations* spoken of depend 
are th^selves only accidental circumstances dependent 
on efficient causes en^pirically discerned (and hitherto 
*nolhing has been said to show that they are not\ morality 
comes, after all, to T)e nothing but that kind of conduct 
which supports one or lother of the, accidental changes 
in tjie phantasmagoria of social forms. It is much, of 
course, to hjye established this underlying unity in 
varieties of standard, and to have proved that “ the good ” 
for the indivi4ual depends upon the good of the society 
of which he is a member. But if these ‘'gCods” are 
only, after all, varieties of adaptation to environment 
blindly determined*by natural ci^ses, and are not united 
with one^othef in any order so as to suggest the idea 
of a universal or absolute good, there is, after all, no 
gfbund for the obligation to adopt the moral standard 
of any one of them rather than of another, except the 
accidental circumstance that our inherited aptitudes 
probably fit us for the conditions of life that obtaip in 
that into ,which we have been born rather than those of 
any other. And, if this be so, morality turns out, after 
all, to be relative in the sense for which the sceptic 
contends, viz., of resting upon no objective and universal 
moral order, but only upon one which is relative to the 
effects of Accidental circumstances. 

The difficulty here su^^ted is a real one, involving 
as ft does at least two distinct questions which press for 
an answer, in the interest of the higher forms of practical 
moralitj 5 ,^perhaps of religion itself. They both, indeed, 
remind us of what was said in an earlier chapter of the 
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impossibility ol separating ethics from the stuSy ol the, 
nature of the rTorld as a whole, and man’s relation to, 
It ,Nor, as we shall see, shall we be able altogether to 
escape without pacing tribute to the spectre of meta- 
physics that has dogged our steps throughout ,Meanr 
time, however, it will be possible to avoid coming face 
to face with it, and to cany our Explanation of the' dat^ 
of ethics a step further than we have hitherto done, 
by inquiring whether, amid the rariety of «fonns the 
moral standard has been seen to take, any principle of 
unity is discernible in the light of which they maybe 
seen to be more than isolated phenomena on a back- 
ground of unintelligible change. 



•chapter II. 

the standard as progressive. 

A 

§ 8B. Clue"to Solutioli of the Frohlem in Idea of 
Frogress. ' 

■> . ■> 

The question ivith which we ended the last chapter 
may be stated in a form which will make its connection 
with flie results oj our previoSs analysis plain to the 
student. ’ 

In seeking for an explanation of moral judgments, 
W3 traced them back to a principle of unity variously 
described as the end, standard, or ideal of conduct, in 
die light cf which (hey wets seen to he organically 
related to one another and to the life of man as a social 
being. 4 difficulty, however, rose when, on further 
investigation^ we found that, so far from, there being one 
universally, recognised standard, there exists a most 
bewildering variety in the standards or ideals that men 
have agreed to recognise. We were thus driven to ask 
whether this variety must be accepted as an ultimate 
fact, or whether all these j^fTerent standards may not 
be susceptiblS of explanation in the same sense as the 
variety of ^e moral judgments under any one standard 
was fouq^ to be, by being shown to have their place as 
mutually related parts or elements in an organic whole. 
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Is there, in a word, any larger conception of morality 
{jossible than that implied in the definition of it ns, a* 
quality of the social tissue at any one time or place, in 
the light of whichrwe may be enabled to establish a 
relation between conduct that supports any particular 
moral or^er, and some more upivcrsal end or purpose 
traceable in human history ? ■ ' 

For the clue to the ansivcr to the*" question, when so 
stated, we have nottfar to look. It is given ifi the con- 
ception of progress rendered familiar to us by cvolutyinist 
writers. Progress means ch5n"e estimate^ in terms of 
approximation to an end, — the end being the prineiplc 
of unity which harmonises and explains ,thc successive 
steps, fifistory, as contrasted with annals or chronicles, 
is the record, not simply of change, but of progress and 
growth. As applied to ‘the life of nations and so'cicties, 
evolution has made us familiar, not on'Iy with the idea, 
but also with the law of growth. Popularly stated, that 
law as that societies advance through successive stages 
of simultaneous differentiation and unification to ever 
higher and richer forms of life, 
r. 

§ 86. niuBtration of tho Goncml Iiaw of Fi'ogross. 
This law hardly requires illustration. ^Mr. Spencer 
has formulated it in well-known terms to the cficct that 
“an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity is transformed 
into a definite, coherent heterogeneity,” prc.^^usely illus- 
trating it in the fields of biology and social life. Thus 
the general course of bio'ogic.al evolution is seen to 
be from organisms such as the •amccGa, which* are 
homogeneous and almost structureless^ through fishes 
Snd reptiles, to the highly differentiated stru/;turcs of 
the mammals, and finally of man. A similar progress 
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is tr&eable in the development of the social organism. 
At *'first this is simple and undilTerentiated ; all the 
members alike fish, and hunt, and fight. But" with all 
jts homogeneity, it is still a loosh organisation, with 
little internal coherence. The functions are not special- 
ised, the parts are ctnflparatively independept of one 
another. With digsion of labour comes greater differ- 
entiation into castes and classes, and at the same time 
greater interdependence, greater unfty and coherence, as 
these become mutually dependent on one another. As 
evolution proceeds the different forms of industry again 
differentiate into smaller groups or specialised industries. 
Similarly, the' military forces are separated into depart- 
ments, as of the home and foreign service, the army 
and Ae navy, etc.; the government into central and 
municipal, and each again into legislative, executive, 
and judicial. 

§ 87, Progress of Humanity ns a Whole. ^ 

A process similar to that which takes place among 
individual nations may be seen to take place in the 
world at large, arid in the human race as a whole. 
For the purpose we have in hand, it is indifferent how 
we describe^his pfocess.* For the present it is sufficient 
to note that history, at least in the West, bears witness to 
a progressive enrichment of human life. Various periods 
and countries have contributed their share to the sum- 
total of the elements that enter into the constitution of 
society as we know it Thi^ it is pointed out, by 
Comte, that’ the 'earliest period, which he calls the 
Fetlchist,,apres5nts us with the elements of the family 
along with the first ideas of property and settled industry. 

* Hegel conceived of it as the evolution of Freedom, 
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Greek civilisation, which Comte in like manner aw.lyses’ 
as a type of the second or polytheistic period, but vibich* 
has received more appreciative treatment from German 
thinkers, brought the free, self-governing cit)- to the 
highest possible pej;fection. Rome, it has frequently 
bben pointed out, contributed tbp conception of law and 
order and, by exhausting the regime offensive militarisfn,* 
prepared the way for a union of WeJtcrn Europe under 
the moral conceptiojis supplied by Christianity. Under 
the influence of Feudalism and the medimral Chprch, 
women take a new position,* slaves become serfs, serfs 
become the agricultural labourers and the city employ^ 
of modem times, with at least the ekmcnjs of freedom. 
The growTn'of trade and settled industry caused the rise 
of the middle class and paved the way for the transition 
from the military to the’ industrial ppriod of the World's 
history. ^\'hen the time was ripe tiicse fiCw forces 
asserted themselves against the restraints of the Feudal 
systep. The middle classes obtained recognition as nn 
integral part of the body-politic, and in the an.archy of 
transition importiint weapons have been placed in the 
han,ds of the working cl.asscs by extensions of the fran- 
chise, the freedom of the Press, of public meeting, and 
of trade combination, by the aid of .which it is hoped 
they may be able to become full partakers in*^ the heritage 
of AVestern civilisation. 

Nor is itnccess.aiy;to strain the meaning of the Law for- 
mulated .above to see that it applies to this evolution also. 
If, to go no further back, w^ t.ake the state of Europe in 
the eighteenth centurj', previous to she odtbreak of the 
French Revolution and the modern national pioveraent, 
we may be said to have the elements of the nqw order 
held in solution, and constituting a relatively homogeneous 
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.whole under the nominal sway of the successor of the 
,C®sars. The changes that have since taken place may 
be represented, first, as a movement of disrupSon,ana 
disintegration, secondly, as one of jonsolidation. The 
ftrmer^ay be said to have begun in the great American 
War of Independence, and to have been continued in 
iEurr^e in the nationSf movement, which todk its rise 
in the anti-Napol(»nic reaction, created the German 
Empire, ntodern Greece, Italy, and Hungary, and cannot 
be said to have even yet spent itself. But, secondly, 
going on pari passu witji this movement, we have 
the growth of international sympathy, industrial co- 
operation, and a community of intellectual interests, 
symbolised by* such modem phenomena as iaisrnational 
boards of arbitration, labour conferences, industrial 
exhibitions, postal unions, laws of copyright and of extra- 
dition. S() that the Europe and America of to-day, in 
spite of the development of greater internal differences, 
ar; more united than ever before. 


§ 8S. Moral Progress in Ifations. 

't 

If now’ we pass from these indications of the giowdi 
in the civilised wprld as a whole of a richer form of 
social and political organisation to the moral ideas and 
habits which, as we have seen, must at each stage be 
its support, we may expect to find a corresponding 
development, indicating at least a tendency towards a 
universal standard or ideal, which, as it unifies an4 gives 
significance to the separate varieties that have been 
developed in the progress, may be said to furnish the 
explanatidli of tfhich we are in search. a 

Confining ourselves to the history of particular 
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nations, it is not difficult to show, not only that there 
is a definite progress in the moral standard, but that* 
progres%here obeys the law of progress elsewhere- * 
Aus, to take a well-known example, it is not diffi- 
cult to show ihatf pari passu with the progress o£ 
the Jewish nation from a rabble of fugitive slaves to 
a great and highly civilised fisWon, there is a iporal 
progress from the first elements of^a standard in the’ 
Decalogue to the highly spiritualised morality of the 
later prophets and the Sermon on the Mount A similar 
progress is traceable from the traditional and proverbial 
raorafity of early Greece to the reflective morality of 
the philosophers. The progress, moreover, is one from 
incoh&enjjiomogeneity to coherent- heterogeneity. We 
have, on the one hand, a movement towards greater 
differentiation, as when^the principles laid down^in the 
Ten Commandments expand into the ^greater detail of 
the Sermon on the Mount {e.g., the principle Thou 
shalt not kill being extended to minute particulars of 
daily life), or when the /xijSo' oyav (nothing in excess)*of 
traditional Greek morality differentiates into the elabor- 
ate table of the Aristotelian virtues.* On the other 
hand, we have a movement towards greater unity and 
coherence. To this corresponds in Jewish ethics the 
movement from '&ie externality of the Ikw to the “ inward- 
ness ” of the Christian teaching. The law is " contained ” 
in the golden rule {i.e., is seen to be related to the spirit 
or principle that underlies it as the particular to the 
universal), viz., love to God and to our neighbour. 
In the same way in Greek morality the integrating 
movement is plainly seen in the writings of the philosoph- 
who merely sum up the higher tendencies of their 
* See Ethics, Books III. and IV, 
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^time whdn they exhibit the various forms of the good 
^which constitute the common standard as flowing frojii 
a conscientious interpretation of the duties of, a good. 
dfhen. ° 

§ 36. Evolution of a Universal Moral Order. 

, ,Bttc this is not enotigh for our purpose. 'It is not 
enough to know Jhat, in particular times or nation^, 
the changes in the moral standard are determine 
by such a law of progress. We nave to go further^ 
and'^sk whether in morality as a whole throughout tbe 
history of liSraanity any such progress is discernible. 
The question is sufficiently wide. A complete answer 
to it could &nly bfe given in a general Jjistory of 
morality.* In writing such a history the historian would 
be mat by a difficulty which is, not felt in treating of 
the evolution of .morality in a particular age or countrj^, 
— namely, that the process is not completed. It is coH). 
pyatively easy to place the various stages in the dg- 
Velopment of Jewish and Hellenic morality in their* trije 
light, because it is possible to trace the leading features 
of the Jewish and Hellenic ideals as these fulfilled thetn- 
selves in history. But where are we to find such fiAflii. 
ment in a’universal history? Here we must be satisfied 
with tendefflaes towards an ideal, info the nature of 
which we may have more or less insight, according to 
the degree of our intellectual and moral culture, but 
which at best is rather an object of faith than of sight 
Without committing myself to any speculative descrip, 
tionv of the general feature? of the moral ideal that 

• For suggestive contributions to such n history see Comte's Av. 
Phil., Vol. ft., Pos. Pol., Vol. III. (Eng. Trs.) ; Lecky’s History 
Enropead Morals. 
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working itself into shape as tl\e common standaj|^d of, 
civilised humanity, I may try to illustrate the general, 
progress' by noting in the briefest outline how ideas of 
moral obligation have expanded, and new virtues have 
budded in the stem of human life. : ' 

'Looking at the growth of nrprality in general, it is 
clear that 'the outlines of the moral ideal must have-oean. 
determined at each of the various siages of civilisation 
by the point which^ the corresponding socia’ develop- 
ments had attained. Corrcspondi.ig, therefore, to the 
first stage mentioned above (p. 219) — the development 
of the private aifections — ^we nave the virtues of filial 
piety, ]oyalty to home and hearth, respeet for old age, 
and the'iS'i'st germs of honesty and truthfulness in 
exchange. To these are added, in the second period, 
respect for civil and militar)* authority, courage in the 
battle-field, sense of justice in the council -room and 
public assembly, and all those nameless elements which 
go to constitute the characteristic Hellenic virtue 
public spirit. By means of these the narrow family or 
tribal code of early civilisation bccanjc expanded into 
the/air outline of the Greek ideal. The steps from this 
to the Christian type h.'ive often been traced. Already 
in the Roman Republic we have to,. note a difiercnce 
in the fundamentally important matter of th'c position of 
the wife and mother, and the comparative respect with 
which foreign nations and institutions are treated by 
Roman conquerors. The cosmopolitanism developed 
under^the Empire, the worship of the Virgin, the con- 
secration of labour in the^monastesies, and the 'new 
position assigned to manufacture and commerce, re- 
present a further advance on Greek c.\clusiveiiess. To 
the cardinal virtues of courage and wisdom are added 
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humanity, •'charity, and industry. The superiority, finally, 
of modem over the medisevai ideal is sometimes 
denied by (he laudator iemporis acii, but is sufficiently*^ 
established by the single instance of the groivth of 
the virtue of toleration (see above, p. 214). Whether 
"the modem movement is not of the fiature of a return to 
th^ Greek ideal, which* ^ general is one of self-realisa- 
tion as opposed to tfie mediaeval one of self-suppression, 
it must be l^ft to the reader to decide. If it is so to be 
described, it must be admitted that we return enriched 
with Joe gains of the intermediate centuries. 

1 

§ 90. Illustration &om tartienlnr "Virtues. — Courage.* 


I may try further to illustrate the generafTiature of 
this progress by considering the growth that has taken 
place 'tnthin the fipld of one V two of the cardinal 
virtues thedJselveS. Thus we may take the virtue of 
courage at two .successive stages in its development as 
part of the common stock of moral ideas. It is. the 
virtue which the ancients delighted to honour, and of 
which Plato and Aristotle have given careful and typical 
.delineatiops.t Among the Greeks it appears as the 
virtue whigh is concerned with resistance to fear in the 
presence of dmger«>and death. But wljjsn we compare 
the Greek conception of it with our own, we become 
conscious of the same kind of difference which we saw 
above characterised all higher as compared with lower 
forms of organic life. It has become more differentiated. 

• As has been well pointed 0Ut,t our conception qf the 

/ # 

ft 

* I take many the ensuing Wustrstions £vjn Greeds 

suggestive treittmenl of this subject, Fn/icg. to Ethics^ Book IIL 
f See R^nblic, ill., § 429, and Nicomaehean Ethics, III. 6, 9.® 
X Gteen, toe. cit^ p. 279. 
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kind of pains in reference to^ which the viftue is ex- 
hibited has greatly widened. Besides danger and* death 
in battle, there is the danger to health and life in the 
mission field, the city slum, and the fever ward, which 
makes the foreign" missionary, the slum sister, and the 
hospital nuise as Beroic types among ourselves as the 
citizen soldier was among the Creeks. In these- c^s^ 
perhaps the difference is not so gre?t but that we should 
class them all under the old title of courage but, as the 
sphere of the virfue widens, parts of it tend to break 
away and appropriate to thejmselves new names. “Thus, 
as the conception of the Idr.d of p.iin£ in reference 
to which fortitude may be exhibited widens so as to 
embrac^ot only physical pains, but thbse which bear 
but a remote resemblance to them, not only those which 
may be inflicted by enemies, but those that spring from 
disagreement and misunderstanding with oije’s friends,* 
we have what is practically a new variety of the virtue 
— that which for want of a better name we call moral 
couVage. 

AVith this differentiation, which corresponds to the 
extension of the area covered by the virtue, it is in- 
teresting to note that there may be said again to go a 
greater integration, corresponding to the d&pening of 
the consciousness of its significance. For it is just the 
relation which the virtue is felt to bear to human pro- 
gress in general, which, while opening up new fields for 

As examples ol the pains in question may betaken those of 
the social ostracism inflicted by the majority of particulr- class 
or profession upon an oflending member, c.^., by a church upon a 
clergymaq who denounces its corruptions, or by the ,r)rcss upon an 
reditor who denounces forms of social immorality th.it arc generally 
winked at. ' 
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jts exercise, places the new forais thus generated, as welt 
js the forms previously recognised, in closer relation to 
one another, and to virtue as a whole. A Greek wquM’ 
have been at a loss how to class die forms of virtue 
which sje have mentioned above as typical of our own 
time. He could hardly have denied that they were 
IJkt rourage, but withSut the fully developed Motion o! 
human brotherhood he would have found it difhcult to 
^invent a fprmula svhich could have given the clue to 
the underlying identity. We, on the other hand, while 
recognising new forms .of t|je virtue, perceive them only 
to be extensions of it, rccjbired by wider conceptions of 
that “ society’’ in relation to which alone it has mc.ining. 
At the same time, we'interpret the nrtUb of cow«agc itself 
as only a particular for.m of virtue in general. We recog- 
nise it^as only "the form whick individual and social 
virtue take jn presence of the obstacles, both moral and 
physical, presented by the environment to the realisation 
ofjhe common human good."" 

§ 9]. Tomperanco 

In still further illustration of this truth we may quptc 
the virtue which the Greeks called Temperance, but which 
we should'call Sel^-control. Along with extended idc.is 
of our duty lo humanity, and especially to women, has 
gone the application of the virtue to new relations. An 
obvious instance of the former is the appropriation of 
the word *• temperance " to a special form of self-control, 
viewed as a duty to society at large as much, as to 
onesSf or to* the ^tatc. :rtom the general virtue for 
self-control in matters of sense, self-control in matters 

* I am, indebted for this deiinition to Lux .Lun-stj p. 

( 1 st ed.). 
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of drink has broken away, an(l set up, as it'wfre, for 
itself as an independent virtue. Similarly, the ranpc of 
‘^thervirtcie of self-control in matters of sex has imniensely 
widened. Under fhe influence of new conceptions of 
the position of women which were contained in perm iii 
the Christian religion, a new cijiphasis came to be laid 
on the virtue in question, which" under the nan'ics^ o*' 
chastity and chivalr)’, is more than •tany other the key- 
stone of the modern form of social organisation.* 

With this diflerentiation has gone hand in handi as in 
the case of courage, a new conception of the relation of 
these forms to one another, and to virtue as a whole, 
corresponding to the movement of integration. Thus, to 
take our<p;tvious instance, it was difficult to see, so long 
as the view was confined to the narrow field of the Greek 
community, what was tiie precise relation of chitslity to 
the other forms of temperance and to'virtuc'as .n whole. 
Accordingly, as is well known to any one familiar with 
Greek literature, it was the virtue most to seek in the 
character of the average good citizen. Even Socrates 
plays wdth unnaraeable forms of its corresponding vice, 
wlyle Plato proposes a special c.xemption from its require- 
ments as the reward of the youthful heroes in his " Re- 
public.” As a matter of fact, in the sq-callcd militao’ age, 

C 

* These e.s!imp1cs, it mny be noted by the way, arc a further 
comment on Mr.,Spcnccr's conception of .an absolute cthifSi uad a 
state of society where all sense of duty, as involving pain, " ill dis- 
appear. As already pointed out, his theoiy ir U-ised on hu notion 
that the environment is something definite and fixed.' But, as we 
have just seen, our conception of^tlie environment, and the obstacles 
it presents to the rcalis.ation of the good, changes With the deepen- 
ing of our conception of the nature of the good it.<clf. Hence it 
involves as much pain (perhaps more, sec above, p. EiG w-l to he 
Courageous or chaste to day as in Athens in tlic fiiurth oaUtury B.c. 
^Yith progress “more is required of 'os,” 



The Standard as Progressive 22^ ■ 

and ip militaiy circles in industrial ages, it has alway^ 
tended to fdl into the background.* It is only in view nf 
a higher conception of the rights of women, as rJemberg’ 
of a,uniyersal fellowship and joint-pastners in a commote 
good, that the true significance of^ the virtue, and th^ 
relation of its various f^^ms to one another and to tUg 
iJversal moral order, come into sight. 

§ 92. Summar3r^, 

Sirpilar illustrations of the view for which I am cot^. 
tending might be drawn, ffom the rise of the virtues 
of humility, mercy, truth, tolerance, class justice, esprjt 
de corps, t eta, but sufficient has perhaps been &id 
show that the actual standard at any particular perioijj 
while undoubtedly relative to the special circumstances tjf 
the time and country, is not on tW account an isolate^ 
anif accide^tar plienomenon, but takes its place as ^ 
stage in the evolution of a universal moral order, fronj 
its* relation to which in the last resort it derives it;s 
significance.t The practical conclusion to which thg 

* “It is not without reason that the earliest mythology ui\it^ 
Ares and A\)hrodite."— lAriatotle,jR>/»V;«, II., 9 (Bohn’s Librarj,^ 
p. 62) ; see the whole p.issage. This is one of the features remarktij 
upon by Spencej as characteristic of the military age. See Collin^’ 
Epitome, 'sii. xaii., § 315. 

f A simple example of the process of differentiation spoken <j{ 
above is the latin pietca, which is now represented by seven,] 
virtues, chiefly thoses classed under involuntary social relations i„ 
our table (p.’l86). Max Muller somewhere mentions a people (tl,j 
Hawaiians) who have only one \jord {aloha) for love, ftieadshi^^ 
gratittSe, benevolence, and respect. 

t The “ universality ’’ivhich is thus opposed to the “relativity >■ 
of the stand'i^d mitst not be misunderstood After what has bee^ 
already said, it cannot, of course, mean that morality can ever con\| 
to be “ the same for all’^: duty is duty just because it is differeijt 
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preceding discussion points is '^that moral obligation at 
,any particular stage rests, not merely on, the call to 
maintain a particular form of moral organsation, but to 
maintain and forTOrd the cause of moral order ,is a 
whole.* 

§ 93. Further Questions. 

f* 

But before we can regard this conclusion as satisfactorily 
established, we hav2 to encounter the second'^of the tivo' 
questions with which we were threatened at the end of 
the last chapter. Duty or obligation, as J have already 
had occasion repeatedly to point out, rests on a personal 
interest in a moral order, which when it iscreilected upon 
we recognise as “good,” /.&» as the revelation to man 
of what he himself truljj is or has it in him to become. 
But how, it may be asked, can suchran interest come to 
attach to the moral order, the law of wliose Evolution we 
have just been describing, if, as is commonly added, not 
only the lines which it follows coincide with those” of 
biological evolution, but the cause which is at work in 
producing it is in both cases the same ? If, as is claimed, 
thf process has been determined throughout by the 

for all. Nor can it mean the *' finality" of ^any conceivable moral 
code. We have Already seen suflicient reason rto distrust the 
conception of a final or absolnte ethics. It cannot even mean 
merely the “ubiquity "of the highest recognised standard, though 
this is undoubtedly an element in it. The moral order which is 
being evolved must be conceived of as unirers.'Q, chiefly in the sense 
that it represents the demands of the universal or rational clement 
in human nature. My meaning will become apparent in thj jight 
of considerations which I reserve for the neict chapter. 

* The endeavour to further evolution, cspccialiy that of the 
human race, has been put forward by scientific VriteS’ as a “ new 
duty.” It would be better to say that it is a fundamentui' aspect of 
old ones. 
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’natuial law of adaptation to environment and survival of 
'the 'fittest, ^d is thus explicable without reference to anjj 
free self-determination on the part of man, in wKht ssnse, 
jt may be asked, <30 the result cf the action of this 
biological law, viz., the existing mqral order, be said to 
represent such a good.^ To answer this question, it* is 
■hiecessaiy that we should enter more fully than we have 
yet done into the (Juestion of the source or spring of the 
moral evdlution 1 have been describing, in order to see 
whether it is true, as has just been suggested, that in 
accepting th^evolutiohist’ff statement of the course that 
moral evolution takes, we necessarily accept his account 
of the cause tjiat explains it , 

Simply stated, the question, then, is "Aether the 
enlargement and enrichment of the moral standard, 
which’ we have ol^erved to b? taking place, is suffic- 
iently explained' as the result of a mechanical process 
of adaptation to environment, determined, like biological 
dl'olution, at each step firom without, and foUowirjg the 
course laid down for it by purely natural causes; or 
whether there is not also required a reference to the 
action af each stage of a self-conscious intelh'gsnc^ 
seeking its good as such, and evolving step by step from 
the raw material *of its surroundings g. system of social 
relations, in the maintenance and development of which 
that good may be found. The question, it will be 
acknowledged, is an important one at the stage of our 
argumenf at which we have arrived. For if the evolution 
is ^er all merely natural, ^le objections which we have 
ou^ves u^ed against the scientific or evolutionary 
doctrine .^f the standard of morality will be found to apply 
after aJI, though at a later stage of the investigation 
and in a somewhat different form, to our own account 
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Unless the results of the progress can be shown to be 
elements fn a more or less dearly conceived endi. or > 
good;, obligation, which we have seen to depend on the 
relation between cctnduct and personal good, is ^till 
without a foothold, even on the supposition of a un''versar 
moral order. ,, 

If we arc to bring together the'restilt.s just obt.iuitfj' 
with those of our previous argument, ife cannot refuse to 
consider this diflicul^v. 
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CHAPTER III. 

ITHE STANDARD AS IDEAI. 

Part I. 

§ 91. (fhe Queatifta involves IVEetaphyeical 
Considerations. 

• • * 

The difficulty started, but left unsolved, a?*^he end tjf 

the last chapter, shortly stated, is : Whether progress in 
raoralfty generally ij explicable ift terms of efficient causes 
as the result of adjustment to environment, as ordinarily 
interpreted j or whether it does not involve a reference to 
as end or ideal more or less consciously conceive^ by a 
subject, to whom changes in the environment and thg 
adjustments rendered necessary by them are merely 
the opportunity for further self-realisation. So stated, the 
question introduces wide issues, which I cannot hope ih 
the last chapter ofta text-book like the Resent to treat 35 
they deserve. Thus, to be satisfactorily ans^vered, it wouIq 
require to be discussed in close connection with the 
general question of the relation of the self or conscious 
subject as a whole to the world which constitutes its 
object or environment. This, however, would bring mg 
intff^angerdhs preximity with the metaphysical discu^. 
sions whigji at the outset I abjured; so that I seem to bg 
caught in the dilemma of either abruptly ending my atga. 
ment in the face of an unsolved difficulty, or using my 
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last chapter to break nerr ground and pass bejoa? the* 
limits I imposed upon myself. I shall tjol deosiref 
the readfcr, but confess to him my intention of choosing 
the latter alternative. The shock to him vrill, perhaps, 
be mitigated by the recollection that in the last-tn-o or 
thtee sections •sve have admitfe(}ly been prospecting on 
the borders of that thorny region. In the follooihg 
section I shall ask him boldly to sfep across vrith me 
and take a look at /.hings at home from the ether ride, 
at the same time promising not to lead him fu^e; 
into its dangerous wildemessec thsSi is necessary in order 
to get a clearer vien- of the point we have reached and 
the path by which we have come: 

S S5. Conscimisnqss as Active Principle in 
Knowledge. 

The old-fashioned %new of the relation of the conscious 
subjept to the external world is that the knowledge of tie 
latter is impressed upon it from without. The subject 
is the passive receptacle of feelings, sensations, and ideas 
whieh come to it Progress consists in the storagp, dassiS- 
cation, and acquired power of recalling and utilt^ng these 
possessions at thf. proper moment A littie reflection, 
however, is suSdent to dispel the illusion on which this 
view is based- Thus, to take the lowest element in 
knowledge, sensation, it is a commonplace of the text- 
books to point out that in the last analysis the' so-called 
externa? world reduces itself^to stimuli imparted tj^ the 
physical organism. In a certain sense it 'may be said 
that differences in sensation depend on differeqc^ in the 
stimuli, which in turn resolve ^emselves into diferences 
in the rapidity of the vibrations which cause them 
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Vibrations of a low rate of rapidity* affect us through 
the sens^ of touch, as a feeling of jar. When % 
rapidity reaches some 20,000 per second we hive a 
sensation of sound. Above 40,000 per second we no 
longer hear them. When they /each a much higher 
number we begin to^have sensations of colouj, beginning 
with red, and passing through the chromatic scale to 
violet. Above a certain point they are too numerous 
to be rftponded to by the visual* apparatus, and light 
disappears. In all which the point to be observed is 
that, as it beeif wglf put, “ out of what is in itself 
an undistinguishable, suhrming continuum, devoid of 
distinction or emphasis, our senses make fortus . . . 
a world full of contrasts, of sharp accen§^ of abrupt 
changes, of picturesque light and shade.” So that even 
on the plane of»the senses which we share with the 
lower anfmals, Ihe world of knowledge is not so mueh 
a revelation of an external universe as a revelation of 
%ur own nature as sentient beings. • 

Coming to the subject or self, as a conscious principle 
of unity amid the variety of presentations, we may see 
that fhjs is even more obviously true. It is isot, of 
course, contended that the mind can evolve knowledge 
from its i\}ner (Sonsciousness, any mpre than sensations 
can call themselves into being without aid from external 
stimuli. What is asserted is, that it does not approach 
the world as ^ passive receptacle, or, according to the 
well-known metaphor, a tabula rasa, on which the world 
to,^e known imprints itfelf. From the outset it is an 
active piiiiciple 'of interpretation, to which the world 
comes gj a system of signs, like the signals received by 

*• P&haps below ten vibrations a second. (Wundt says that eight 
vibrations are ^oard as a sound.) 
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the clerk at a telegraphic depot, rather than as a refec- 
tipn in a mirror, or the impression imprinted the seal 
upon the wax. Moreover, the standard of interpretation 
is furnished by itselftj and the world which it buUds 
up out of the materiaj supplied it from without **>is a 
merhorial to the fundamental prirjciples it brings with 
it to the work (/.a, to the chief features of its own 
inner nature), rather than to any world that exists inde- 
pendently of it. 

§ 96. The TTaity of the "Wtirld'as Postplate of 
thought. 

The detailed account of these principles is^the subject- 
matter of pfiilosophy as the theory of knowledge and 
reality. It is sufficient for our purpose to point, out 
that the primary feature which distia^ishes^ a con- 
scious self from a merely sentient subject is that it 
asserts its “personal identity" as the underlying unity 
of its transient experiences. Even in its most ele 
mentary stage, the world of such a self is a unity in a 
sense which it is riot (apparently) to the lower animals. 
Henct the fundamental principle it brings with it to 
the interpretation of the signs supplied it from with- 
out is that they should form an inteliigibla. unity or 
whole. This is the ideal to which, even at its most 
elementary stage, it demands that knowledge shall cor- 
respond. If it has no other unity to the mind^ of the 
savage or the child, the world at least possesses the 
unity of Being in one space, iir events in one orden^f 
succession in time. But this order is not something 

* I use the popular language in permitting mysyf toSpcak of 
signs, material, etc., coining from ■without. Metaphysics, of toursc, 
has something further to say on this externality, 
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given. "It Is the mind’s first effort to embody its ideal 
in Bie data ■ of experience. Advance, moreover, does 
nof comd* from without by the mere heapipg up of 
experiences. It is an advance to higher forms of "unity 
aniong them, and this advance is forced upon the subject 
by the demand which its own nature, as active ipfel- 
Ijgeace, makes upowTE, — the demand, namely, to see in 
the so-called exte{pal ivorld an ever more perfect embodi- 
ment of the ideal of unity which itself supplies. From 
this point of view, therefore, progress in knowledge has 
to Se looked at rath|^ as a progressive revelation to the 
self of its own nature thcn^as the unfolding of an external 
world to an observing subject* 

From all this hvo results follow, (i) Tlj^cidhces, as 
they exist at any time, are not to be looked at as the 
merev accumulation of generajjsations from eiqperience 
and the deduction? which are drawn from them, but as 
actual embodiments of mind. They are the best up-to- 
date account which mind can give of itself— the reflection 
or mirror of its inner nature so far as revealed upon this 


* “Nervous signs,” says Bowne (quoted, James’s Principles of 
PsycAob^, I; p. 220 j, "are the raw material of all knowletlge of 
the outer jrorld. . . . But, in order to pass beyond these signs into 
a knowledge of the juter world, we must posit an interpreter who 
shall read ba& these signs into their objectife meaning. But that 
interpreter, again, must implicitly contain the meaning of the uni- 
verse within’ itself, and these signs are really but excitations which 
cause the soul to unfold what is within itself. Inasmuch as by 
common oonsent tSe soul communicates with the outer world only 
through these signs, and never comes nearer to the object than such 
sigCh can briiig it, it follows that the principles of intelpretation 
must be in the mind itself, and that the resulting construction is 
"primarily jnly an expression of the mind’s own nature, dll reaction 
is of this sort; tt expresses the nature qf the reacting' agent." fp. 
Not^a^end of prece^ng book. 
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globe. ( 2 ) Progress comes from^ within, l4ew* objects 
and events are the occamn, not the camt or primary 
source, oyntellectual development. What AriStotle says 
of political revolutions is true of scientific progress : it is 
the outcome of great causes and small occasions. ^ llie 
fall, of an apple may 15e the occasion of the discovery of 
a law whichf may be said to have*'ftmade the world»for 
scientific men ; but the cause is in the ideal of a self- 
consistent system of planetary movements, as .that was 
conceived in Newton’s mind. So generally, unless con- 
sciousness were the seat of fin i^eal of a completely 
unified world of mutually related parts, progress, in any 
intellfgible sense, would be impossible. It is only in so 
far as tlie materials are interpreted in the light of its 
own principles, and are seen by the mind further to fill 
out and illustrate the ideal it cherishes of completed 
knowledge or of a completely Icnowitig.self, Ijiat there 
can be said to be growth and progress in knowledge.* 

§ 97. Conscience and ConscionsnesB. 

Now conscience is only another side of consciousness. 
It is 'hi the field of practice what consciousness is in the 
field of knowledge. This fundamental identity is already 
indicated in the wards themselves. Cdhscioiisness (co/r- 
sdre) is the sense we have of ourselves, as realised in 
the mode of activity we call knowledge ; conscience (ulso 

* Fiactically tliis dependence of the mind in intellectual progress 
upon its ability to see in the new Eicts a further revelation of itself 
takes the form of the familiar statAnent that intellectual clfaf^ de- 
pends upon interest , — interest being the emotional satisfaction wliich, 
an object gives us as a possible means of further self^ealisation. 
Cpt Dewey, ap. eit., §§ xxxiv. foil.; also on general subjee^ of tliis 
section, § xl. 
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consare^-, cp. Old Eng. inwif) is the sense we have of our- 
selves as realised in conduct. Hence we may expect to 
find interesting analogies cropping up between th^m in 
respect to the relations discussed ip the last paragraph. 
' Of these it is here important to note (r) that the objective 
world of human relations is to conscience what the eicter- 
, pal»world of experieribe is to consciousness. 'Just as we 
saw that, apart faom the interpreting and constructive 
power of, the human mind, the external world is merely 
a chaos of nervous movements, so, apart from the inter- 
prering power of coiisciepce, the relations and institu- 
tions of society are mdre physical facts without moral 
meaning.* (a) As the principle of interpretation in 
the. former '^se is' the ideal which the iscKcious self 
cherishes of a unified world of experience, representing 
its own complete realisation as a principle of knowledge, 
so the prii^ciple which conscience brings to the interpreta- 
tion of external circumstances is the ideal of a system 
^f moral relations, representing its own realisation as a 
principle of conduct. (3) As, finally, progress in’knojv- 
ledge was shown not to come from without, but to be 
the result of the inner demand of the self for a mor^ and 

A 

* The question is sometimes asked whether any sane person is 
wholly devoid of conacience. I am not here jponcemed to find the 
answer to this conundrum, but merely to point out that in pro- 
portion as any one approaches such a limit, moral relations and 
institutions tend to lose their meaning for him. To Hedda Gabler, 
in Ibsen’s play o^^that name, moral sacrifices are simply unintel- 
ligible. She does not understand those who make them. Her 
dislike of such persons (<vf., of her aunt) is merely the dhlike of a 
cleye> girl to what she thinks ^upid and unreasonable. If she had 
had a little more consdence, her dislike would have turned into 
hatred. I^r in. that case she would have recc^ised th^ as 
persons whose conduct was a standing reproof to her own almCst 
fiendish selfishness. 
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more perfect embodiment of its ^'deal of unified know- 
ledge, so progress in morality has its spring, not in mo-e 
aSjusfment of the self to changing circumstanfies, but in 
the interpreting, consfructive power of conscience finding 
in new circumstances the occasion for the further realisa- 
tion of its ideal of rationalised’and unified conduct. 


§ 9S. Selation of Conscience to Social Environment. 
If now we return from this somewhat abstract dis- 

C 

cussion, and ask what is its<^bearing on the question 
with which we started, viz., the relation of the subjective 
element in morality (/.^., conscience) to the objective (/.c., 
social corn'ciTtions and institutions), we have to note f— 
(i) That the above argument has confirmed from a 
new point of view the dCctrine developed inaprdluous 
chapter, viz., that the system of social institutiras, among 
which the individual finds himself, is only the other or 
objective side of the organic system of impulses and 
.desires that constitute his inward nature. It is so 
because, as we have just seen, it is the result of the 
reaction upon his environment of a self-conscious, or, as 
we may now say, " conscientious ’’ being, who seeks to 
create out of it a^ system of relations scorresponding to 
the ideal which his nature, as conscious mtelligence 
forces upon his notice. It thus comes to the individual 
as a species of objectified conscience. It supplies him 
with an objective expression of tlic chief contents ol 
the ideal which he himself, as sharing the intelligence 
and conscience embodied in these fomis, is'^called upon 
to make actual. Practically, this is of immense ralue ii 
hrcn. For, in the first place, he is not left to the subjective 
witness of his own reason to interpret tlie demaniis oi 
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consciei&e. These are_^.already writ large in the social 
relations into which he is born, or, as we previously 
expressed It, in his station and its duties. Secogdly" 
these relations present him with a standard by which he 
may correct his own subjective judgments. Conscience, 
if left to itself, is liablp to run into” all kinds of caprice. 
Unless its judgments “hTe constantly checked “by a refer- 
ence to actual social requirements, as by a kind of 
double ,?ntty,” it may easily be transformed from a 
guarantee of social solidarity into a principle of isolation 
and Anarchy." « ,, 

(a) But, tfhile the soCial environment is thus an in- 
valuable aid to the individual conscience in interpreting 
its own idealfthe conscience is always reacting on the 
environment. A man’s “station and its duties "is not 
the fixed quantity we are apt to suppose. It is not a 
“ bed of S^oCTastes to which he has permanently to 
adapt himself; rather it is a “leaden rule” which has 
t^ adapt itself to him. The good life is not, except in 
a society of Fodsnaps, a treadmill of recurring duties, 
keeping a man in a state of stable equilibrium with his 
environment. It is a “ moving equilibrium,” changing and 
expandin'^ as new circumstances arise, which conscience 
inteiprets'’in its ojvn way as “further calls.”! New in- 
terests develop from the old ones, whic'ti, conscientiously 
pursued, tend to change the whole aspect of his environ- 
ment.! IVhile, therefore, it is true that a man’s duties 
• « 

* It has heen ohserred that latuitionalist thinkers, who in their 
ethical lanalysis begin and end with conscience, tend to he indi- 
vidnaSfets in politics. ^ *' 

t .As I^well has it — 

‘VNew occasions teach new duties ; 

^ Time makes ancient good uncouth.” 
t A &miliar instance is when a man mames. 
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at any particular moment may be. caressed in temjs of , 
definite social relations, yet, as a being irith a^conscie^ice, 
ntbral ideal), he can never find adequate expression 
for himself in them, but has to seek new occasions, for 
the exercise of his virtue or excellence as a mam He" 
has “ideas beyond his station.’’. Progress for himself 
and the society in rvhich he lives depends upon his fotlok-- 
ing their lead into new social combir/htions, resulting in 
a richer form of life /or himself and others.* 

§ 99. Is the Ideal Social Personal P 

a r 

A question might here ber raised as to whether the 
ideal which is thus seen to be the source of progress 
is primarl!y*'one of a better form of social life or a 

• These two aspects of the moral life have found so adrnirable 
a literary expression in Maztini's essay '^On the , Condition of 
Europe” (sec Essays, Cimclot Scries, p. 2S6), tltit I cannot 
refrain from quoting him : — “lafe is one ; the individual and 
society are its two ncccssaiy manifestations ; life con.s!dercd singjly 
and lif; in relation to others. . . . The indiridual and society are 
sacred ; not only because they are two great fasts which cannot be 
abolished, and which consequently we must endeavour to eon- 
cilia^^ but because they represent the only two srihria which we 
possess for realising our object, the truth, — namely, scnscisnse and 
traiitiosi. The manifestation of truth being progressive, these two 
instruments for its discovery ought to be cdhtinuaJJy transformed 
and perfected ; but we cannot suppress them without condemning 
ourselves to eternal darkness. Wc cannot suppress or subaltemise 
one srithout irreparably mutilating our power. Indiriduality, that 
is to say, conscience, appiicd alone, leads to anarchy; society, that 
is to say, tradition, if it be not constantly interpreted and impelled 
upon thihronte of the futrrrc by th,e intuition of conscience, ^egcls 
despotrsm and immobility. Truth is found at their 'point oirntcr- 
sccUon. It is forbidden, then, to the individual to emancipate, 
himself from the social object which constitutes bi^ task here 
bflow, tmd forbidden to society to crush or tyrannise over the 
individual.” 
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higher type of personal character.* Different answers 
wiU probably be given in the case of different indi- 
viduals. Where sympathy and imagination de astive, 
tha inner call tends at once to be *rans1ated into terms 
of higher forms of social well-b^eing. On the other 
hand, where sympaffiy imagination are sluggish, 
Nlit the will strong and the purpose earnest, the call may 
come rather in thS form of a demand for greater purity 
of motiverand more consistent cbarrvcter. Each of these 
forips of conscientiousness has its advantages and its 
dangers. Tiie advarfta^ of the former is the enthusiasm 
that goes along with it Effort is inspired and sustained 
by the visiop of the new heavens and the new earth. 
The* danger is that the cultivation of quafftiSs of char- 
acter, on which, in the last resort, all social well-being 
depends, should |je neglected *'for the sake of "quick 
returns” m the* shape of increase of general happiness. 
The advantage of the latter h that the will is bent on 
being itself that which, in so far as general well-b^ing is 
the endj it must wish all other wills to be. The cor- 
responding danger is that the essentially social character 
of all fonns of goodness should drop out of sightj>and 
that whqleness (in the sense explained in Book IV.) 
•should be ^satrificed to holiness, "^he two attitudes, 
however, can never be entirely separate in any one whom 
we judge morally good. Purity of will is only possible 
to one who is absorbed in the higher interests of life. 
On the other hand, unless we are to suppose it possible 

^ ^or the p6ints o&contrast and the fnadamental identity in the 
.Saintly and the reforming type of chaiacter, see Green’s Prol^trtetuif 
Booh IV., a. V. r and on the subject of conscientiousness generally, 
i2nf„9pf 323 - 31 : Marlineau,ij^.<»t., Vol. II.,pp.59foil‘ J Alexander, 
of. cil., pp. 156-60 i Dfwey, op. cit., § Ixiii. 
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to gather “ grapes of thorns, or, figs of thistles,” spcial 
progress cannot be safe in the hands of those in wljpm 
me ,desi^ for social improvement does not involve a 
keen sense of perso,nal responsibili^, and a high i(|eal 
of the kind of life required in those who claim to he its' 
prdphets and evangelists. 

Part II. 

r 

§ 100. The Struggle for Ssdatence as the Cause of 
Moral Prqgre^^. * 

The reader will have already p'erceived that the answer 
to the question with which we closed the last chapter is 
involved iff the foregoing argument. It remains foi* me 
only further to illustrate what has just been said by 
indicating how the ordiifary account pf the evolution of 
morality requires to be supplemented, in order to bring 
it into harmony with the view I have taken throughout 
of the nature of moral judgment and the ground of 
obligation. In doing so I shall assume that the evolu- 
tionist’s treatment of the origin and growth of morality 
is fqjrly familiar to the reader, and that a short allusion 
to it will suffice. 

In this treatment attendonis called ^to the important 
part which the struggle for existence antf the law of 
natural selection have played in the evolution of morality. 
Thus, it is shown how at the outset the pressure of 
environment forced the members of hostile tribes into 
closer utdon with one another, developing social solid- 
arity, and with it the virtues on which it depended. 
Progress was conditional on the survival of those tribeS 
whose members best responded to the social ret^uire- 
ments thus forced upon them, and on the consolidation 
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and^propagation of the form of social organisation and 
th^ standard of morality corresponding to this response. 
In this waV, to take familiar examples, the Judaic oigaril- 
sation asserted itself triumphantly agfiinst the Canaanitic ; 
the JJreek maintained itself against the Persian, and 
ultimately, in the conquests of Alexander, overcame its 
mwftstral rival in th^^last; the Roman supferseded the 
Greek. In modarn times, the Protestant has, on the 
whole, bgen victorious over the Catholic j the democratic 
and industrial over the feudal and military. 

In the common ^coupt of the mode in which the 
law of natural selectioil acts in the sphere of morality, 
the emphasis has usually been laid on the analogy 
between social and biological evolution. JLittle attempt 
has been made to note the characteristic differences in 
the hvo cases. Recently the subject has received more 
careful t^atment*ftom evolutionary writers,* by whom 
it is pointed out that, whereas in the case of the lower 
jinimals and of man in the earlier stages of his develop- 
ment survival of the fittest is purchased at the price of 
the destruction of the unfit, in the later stages of social 
evolution this is less and less the case. Thus, to 

•J 

illustrafe from our previous examples, the conquest of 
Canaan’by the Jews does not appear, in spite of the 
reiterated instructions of priests amf prophets, to have 
been followed by the extirpation of the inhabitants of 
the land. Nor were the conquests of the' Greeks and 
Romans follow*ed, as a rule, by the annihilation of their 
enemies. The reason of this difference is that^with the 

E.g., Mr. Alexander, whose application of the law of natural 
selection thj progress of the moral ideal is an original con- 
tribution to the subject. See Moral Order and Progress, pp.t353 
foil.* and Inteniafional Journal of Ethics, VoL III., No. I. 
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growth of humanitarian feeling the conflict caiile to be 
one between social and moral ideas, rather than between 
ifations as physical aggregates. The aim of the con- 
queror is not to exterminate, but to “convert” the 
conquered by imposing his ideal upon him. As a rule'^he 
succeeds, as when Grfek culture and modes of thought 
overspread the East in the tr£^ of the armies- (?.f 
Alexander; or when (to take a modern instance) the 
expeditions of the Revolution armies under Napoleon 
carried the ideas of^ the French Republic through the 
length and breadth of Europe.* Iq^pther cases the iQeal 
of the conquered coalesce with^or even ov&comes that 
of the conquerors, as rvas notably the case on the con- 
quest of Greece and Judsa by Rtfme, a&d of Rome 
itself by the Goths.t 

The conflict of ideals tyjthin a particular society serves 
still better to illustrate this distinctiofi. ,If s?p)rdshave 
not yet been beaten into ploughshares and spears into 
pruning-hooks, they have at any rate on the field of part^ 
warfare been exchanged for the pen, the platform, and 
the garden party. The end is victory as before, but the 
means are persuasion and education (which, as has been 
well said, is only an organised method of persuasion). 
So far from exterminating, or even injuring, its '"political 
opponent, a victorious party heaps coals of fite upon his 

* Substituting, e.g., in Germany, the Code Napoleon for the 
feudal system of land tenure that had previously existed. At the 
present moment we have in Alsace-Lorraine an mteresting conflict 
proceeding between the French and German ideals of - life and 
organisation. As Mr. Gladstone onre pointed out, the justifny-tioti 
of the retention of these provinces by Germany will be its power 
of morally assimilating them with itself, t.f., of imposing' its ideal*' 
upip them. '■ ^ 

t In which cases Victi victoribus leges dedertml. 
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hea^ by educating hij rfifldren in the victorious and 
presumably the better ideas. 

§ 101, The Eeonomio Eactor in Progress. 

T(j complete this .sketch of the evolutionary account 
of the action of “ nat^al law in the spiritual worldj” it 
ibtOains to be pointed out how, in the vier? of certain 
economic writers^ all the great steps in moral progress 
are connected with changes which the necessity of 
adaptation to material environment has brought about. 
Thus, the spread cS humanitarian feeling and ideas in 
the early Roman empire .is claimed as the result of the 
changes which followed upon the break-up of the older 
agricultural basis of society in Italy and nthroughout 
the world, the development of vast industries directed 
by Roman princes, and the wiversal system of trade 
and £nanle intKduced by Roman capitalists. Similarly, 
the change from slavery to serfdom is ascribed to changed 
(material conditions. With conquest the supply of slaves 
had ceased. As the internal trafHc thus became aBridged 
the tendency manifested itself to transform slaves into an 
hereditary possession attached to a particular family and 

feudal Ktate. The release of the serfs in the middle 

« 

ages, which by, some is claimed as a step in moral 
progress, only followed the break-up 5f the social system 
which had rendered it necessary for the baron to support 
.crowds of small owners or crofters upon the soil 
So far from Ireing a moral movement, it presents the 
appearance, in England at least, of a cruel expropriation 
of peasant* proprietors. ’Slave-emancipation, in more 
recent times, was, in like manner, the result of the 
discovery that the system of industry founded upon 
slavery was an unprofitable one, and unable to compete 
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with free labour. Lastly, not ,to multiply examples, 
the French Revolution and all the moral enthusiasm it 
^waljened are declared to have had their roots in the 
break-down of an efete system of nation.”!! finance, as 
is well kn0!vn to all readers of the Second Bopk of 
Carlyle's Histor)' of fhat event. 

§ 102. How this Account requires to he Supplemented. 

Now if these facts^are put for!vard as representing the 
external or material aspect of moral progress, their,.im- 
portance can hardly be exaggerated.*^' The study of them 
bears much the same relation to ethics as physiologj’ 
does to, psychology. As the study of the nervous system 
and of the Crain throws imporUint light on the ortgin 
and evolution of mind, so the study of the external 
conditions of moral progftsss may be ^xpccted to Qirow 
important light on the origin and contetits o’r moralit}’. 
If, however, they are put forward as a complete account 
of the origin and growth of moral ideas, we shall find 
reason in the preceding aigumcnt for being on our 
guard. As ideas these are in the mind, ns snoral ide.is 
in the conscience, of individual men, and in neither 
case can they be simply consequences of ^materi.al 
changes. So far from external changes, beinjg the cause 
of them, these changes are only operative as occasions 
of progress in so far as they are interpreted by the 
reason and conscience of individuals in the way ex- 
plained above. ' * 

Thus,,the struggle for existence has undoubtedly tended 
to promote the survival of tribes whose colid afnd coherent 
organisation rendered them the fittest, and accordingly 
msy be said to be one of the conditions of the evolution 
of those virtues which, like loyalty to king or chief. 
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went to support this oj;ganisation. But this is only one 
side, the OKftide of the truth. Before the solidarity 
must hav8 been the loyalty, and before the loyalty, 
or^ constituting the loyalty, som^ idea in the mind 
of t^e individual of a common. purpose to be served 
by it. • 

ft is not, of cours8, maintained that at thd early stage 
of evolution refemed to we are to look for a fully devel- 
oped cogscience any more than for a fully developed 
reason. Nor is it implied that, even in the case of what 
is strictly styled gpnscientious conduct, the rational 
purpose it 'subserves iS always, or even usually, made 
the object of conscious reflection. Just as a city, a 
cathedral, or a political constitution, may «eam to grow 
spontaneously out of the isolated and undirected labours 
of many generations, and yeS may afterwards be seen 
to exhibit a unity of plan and serve a rational purpose 
which none of the artificers can be said consciously 
^0 have conceived, so the social ends of order and 
progress may be seen to be served by individuals frho are 
only in the vaguest way conscious of the relation of their 
actions to them.* 

9 

What is contended for in the above example (and 
the par^lel instances just referred to if rightly interpreted 
support thS contention) is that, so far Ss there is conscious- 
ness at all («.«., so far as we can say that we are dealing 
with human history), there is involved in its presence more 

O 

o 

* As an historical instance the student may take the nse of 
the^oman Empire. The in|gistrales and generals who laid the 
foundations tif tfaab great superstructure were only in the vaguest 
<>way conscious of any world- wide purpose that was to be served 
by it. TSie rationality of the whole process can only be said 
to haw been brought to clear self-consciousness by the genius of 
the poet Vergil. 
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than a mere instinctive response to altered circum- 
stances or adaptation to a new environment, TJhis 
soHifthiny more is, in the case of the loyal member of 
the community, an ^interpretation of the circumstanpes 
as an occasion to realise an end which belongs tp him" 
as man. Whether this end is conceived of in terms of 
internal wolth— in which case the* circumstances wdulQ 
be interpreted as an occasion for exhibiting the qualities 
and developing the, character of a man, — or rof social 
good— in which case the conduct would seem to^ be 
demanded by the 

" Relations dear, and ail the charities 
£)[ father, son, and brother 

it does not matter, TJie point is that this comeptm is 
there in however vague a'form as an ijical, and, as Such, 
is the vital element in the stage of progress represented 
by our illustration. 

Similarly in the other examples which were cited 
above." The Jews were no doubt forced into closer 
union under their theocratic government by the pressure 
of thpir environment, and the necessity to present a solid 
resistance to their enemies. But to interpret this neces- 
sity in terms to which the human spirit could respond, 
to formulate the duties which were involred m the main- 
tenance of their peculiar form of organisation as elements 
in a national life, and incorporate them in such a body of 
moral and religious precept as we find in 'their literature, 
requiredj.the interpreting, idealising reason of successive 
generations of law-givers, juifges, and. priedts. Again, 
humanitarian ideas began to spread after Ronnan con-"" 
qufst had broken down the proud isolation of Je,5V and 
Greek ; but before the new conditions introduced by the 
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/fa* lS>tnana could become the occasion of a moral 
adrance, ,they required the moral enthusiasm of th^ 
Christian Apostles * and the reflective insight oi^the Stoi^ 
phjlosophers to interpret them. The Protestant form 
'of organisation is likely to survive the- Roman Catholic, 
owing to its superior adaptation to*the environment ; but 
part of that environmfent is just the demand oPthe humaij 
spirit for liberty of thought and conscience as an essential 
element gn the ideal of personal good. The democratic 
form of government is undoubtedly that which is best 
adapted to modern conditions, and may be expected tc 
.survive and’ propagate Itself j but it was the moral em 
thusiasm for the “ rights of man ” at the end of the last 
century an(f the b'eginning of this, and not Jthe break- 
down of an economic system, which created moderti 
democracy .+ With regard to .slavery we have already 
iim>Jif).wihfiJnOTal cnasciniiiinfis.s nf jnankind /irotp-sted 
against it, as early as the time of the Cynics (p. ray). 
Jn the middle ages, though emancipation was undoubt, 
edly accompanied by a general change in the material 
conditions of life, it was promoted and consolidated 


Cf, Qeotge Eliot’s fine saying, “ The great world-struggte oj 
developing thought* is continually foreshadowed in the struggle 
of the affectiSns sething a jwtificatUm for %ve and hope." Thi^ 
radical and revolutionary function of the affections may he com-, 
pared vrith vfhat was said (p. 8o) of feeling as a conservativt 
element in life. „ 

f Napflleon has been called ‘‘the matricide of democracy,” in 
that while it was the democratic movement in Europe which may- 
be siSd to ha\EP given him birthf he did his best to strangle it. He 
^ight have succeed^ if democracy were the effect merely ojf 
adaptatioi^to environment, and not an elemental force in humait 
nature, whose expression in suitable social forms an individual igay 
delay, but cannot prevent. 
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by the Church in the interest ,of humanity. So of 
negro-slavery in modern times. It is tru^, indeed, 
{hat, it was economically played out as & form of 
labour before its aljolition came, and that, apart from 
the apprehension of this fact, its general abolition a^mong 
civilised nations migiit have been delayed for several 
generationf. Yet it may well lie doubted whetheti^ 
even after the discovery of its economic failure had 
been made, this would in itself have been ^sufficient 
to break through the crust of prejudice and habit, 
behind which the institution, wasrcntrenched, but for 
the moral enthusiasm which ' accompanied, and, on 
any rational interpretation of history, was independent 
of it. * » ' ' 

Wherever, then, as in all these cases, we have, accom- 
panying changes in theematerial conditions of human 
existence, an extension and enrichment of "the moral 
standard in the sense explained in the preceding chapter, 
this is to be traced, in the last resort, to the reactiop 
upon the changed circumstances of human intelligence 
applying, in the method characteristic of it as such, a 
higher standard than is as yet represented by any c.xisting 
form of social organisation, t ' 

r 

r 

* So early as the fourth century Justinian dccl.ircs' his legislation 
to be fro liberlait quam et fovert ct tucri Jtomanis Ugibta et 
fracifuc nostro nttmini pcculiart cst. See art, on Slavery, Encycl, 
Brit., pp. r34.6. 

t On the contention in the preceding paragraphs sfe Comte's 
Pos. PhiL, II., pp. 2S0 foil., and 370, and hlill’s Rtpreuntaiivt 
Government, ch. i,, where it is poirfied out in a well-known pipage 
that “one person with a is a social power equal to 
nine who have only interests.” And cp. Bonar’j PhUosophy and 
Etommics in their Historical Relations, Epilogue ; Mr^cnzic's 
Manual 0/ Ethics, p. 278. ' 
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l83. Concluding illustration from the Reformer 
and Martyr. 

That this is so we may expect Jo become more and 
mor^ obvious as the ideas with which the study of ethics 
makes us familiar begin to pemTeate popular thought, 
and new reforms are^daimed in the name Of a rational 
conception of husian well-being. Under these circum- 
stances Jfie social reformer and his brother the martyr 
for ideal causes in the past will be more clearly recog- 
nised as the interp^teis, and administrators of human 
nature. A2 the powd jto explain the phenomena of 
their lives — their manifest disregard of all standards of 
individual or social utility in the narrows S^^e — may 
be taken as the criterion of any ethical theory, I may 
closo this discussion fay submitting the view set forth 
in the preceding jJiges to this test. 

That the "naturalistic” theory of ethics has failed to 
satisfy it, we may take upon the authority of the admis- 
sions of the most candid of its exponents.* On the view 
we have developed, on the other hand, these phenomena 
are perfectly comprehensible. The reformer I should 
define fiierely as one who sits closer than his neighbours 
to consSence in the sense above explained. He is the 
child of th% ideal, as opposed to tUb majority around 
him, who might be described as “the children of the 
status guo,”i and is accordingly as " one born out of 
due season.” But this does not imply that existing forms 
are meaningless to him. On the contrary, it is he who 
mo5t fully undersmnds theEa, for he can see them as organi- 
cally related to the ideal which he cherishes, bearing 

* ft 

* Mr. laeslie Stephen, Science of Ethics, pp. 42 S» 430* 
t M. Arnold's libellous dehnition of the English aiistocraqr. 
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the same lelation to primitive cirnceptions of that i<leal 
as the institutions or reforms he works for bear torits 
fiillec development in liis own mind and that of his party 
or disciples. Loyalty, however, to ancestral wisdom _ 
does not with him consist in blind acceptance of its 
ccektions. On the contrary, sucli,blind acquiescence in 
the status quo is treasofl to the idealising, innovating spirit 
to which, in its own day, the status itSelf was due. As 
has been well remarked, the opponents of useful reforms 
are drawn from the same class as at the outset blipdly 
resisted the establishment of the fCtm- or institution to 
which they themselves blindly'cling. Those who build 
the septilchres of the prophets and garnish fhe tombs of 
the rightecfus 'are the children of those who slew thbm. 
On the other hand, in demanding the reform of institu- 
tions as they are, the rcfdltner is onijj demanding room 
for a fuller expression of the ideal which'they •iepresent, 
and apart from which they are meaningless. He may 
be waging war against the forms and institutions whicfcr 
previous reformers hjvve battled to establish, but in 
doing so he is only carrying on the work which they 
begap, reacting on the given conditions as he now 
reacts”.* 

'The true reformer thus feeTsTiimseTlf fee representative 
of those who have gone before.- Their ideal is his ideal. 
It is the very stuflf of his conscience. His deepest 


* " Those alone are worthy to be called successors who con- 
tinue or carry into elTect the undertakings which former p'mes 
have left unfinished; the title is 'utterly unmerited by olind 
followers of obsolete dogmas, which have long ceased to bcaw 
any relation to their original purposes, and which Cieir own 
antlSors if now living would disavow." Comte, Pos, Prt.f I., 
p zSl. 
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inteiest’is to realise it.. No minor interest has in com- 
panson a^y hold upon him. Friends, fortune, station, 
self-cultui3, life itself, are of value to him only in so fsl 
as they aid hhn in worldng for if^ Apart from such 
' opportunity, they are valueless to him ; if they rob him 
of it (as they will if, in order ft> retain them, he is 
ten^ted to deny the'supremacy of his ideal), they may 
even become an object of hatred and disgust To love 
his life i^this sense may be to lose it; to hate it may 
be to find it. 
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